— 


HZ | THE 
|| New dos 
| „„  FROW THE - Ee FT. 
FOuracn of England f 
My GROUNDLESS; 8 


BEING A 


| || VIND I CATION 1 
[| ” MF-THB 1 


i 
Il Nb Neceſſity of Altering ; 
(4 


* I [The COMMON-PRATER:|| 
A. IN ANSWER » || 
To a late PAMPHLET, Entitled 


T HE 


| Ne ty of an Alteration, 


— 


* Thy ber, ahand vr, 755  uezruds - ang ; 


St. Lali ad — Sect. x 


[| „ ee „ i 
Printed for V. MEARS, at the 1 without [4 . © * 
. Temple-bar ; and Sold by BEEF SN HAM; = £54 
at the Crown | in Pater-No er- . 1719. 


222 *²— e 2 —ů — 


i eat Inno —— <A AT TOI GH 


DCE er Pr — aac — 2 cu — — 


INF 


b e eee 


67 


, I , P | 4 
= ef << % * A "? PP 
24 7 0 - 
%..Y 8 A 75 


VINDICATION _ 
On ew 


N Neceſſiy to Alter le 
COMMON-PRAYER. 


r Za HE Author Of the Neceſity of 


an Alteration, appears very for- 
Jo] midable in his TFULE-PAGE; 
gy and promiſes mighty Feats a- 
gainſt the Church of England : 
Pl But when we come to his Per- 
mg formances, we find this mighty 
Champion, no better than 4 
. EKnight-Errant. 

Ind uit Page ot the Pamphlet diſcovers the Wild- 
neſs of the Man, and is a plain Demonſtration, that 

whatever we meet with in the Book that carries any 
Semblance of Ingenuity; Argument, or Learning, comes 
from a much cleaner Brain than his own. 
The Neceſſity of Reviving the Mixture of the 
© Euchariſtical Cup, Cc. he tells us, is grounded 
upon the Scripture, interpreted by the Teltimony 
and Practice of the ancient Church, as the beſt 
Expoſitiom of the Inſtitations of Chriſtianity, and 


7 


* the ſureſt Evidence of Apoſtolical Doctrine.“ 8 
For my own Part, I can't gueſs what this Author 
deſigns by this Jargon; for he doth not tell us what 
Scripture we are to ground this Practice on, nor men- 
tion one Father who has interpreted any Text to this 
Purpoſe, Every Verfe in the New Teſtament will ſerve 
his Turn, as well as any; for he is conſcious to him- 
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Fathers confirm the Eſſentiality of theſe Things, or 


Uſe of the Croſs in Baptiſm, and Kneeli 
| Reception of the Sacrament, had been abolifh? 


Revival of theſe Things, without thinking th 
tial to Chriſtianity. Whatever Cuſtam I think 
TI muſt naturally 5 But then I think it my Duty 
to ſubmit my Opinion to the Judgment of the Church, 
and prefer her publick Determination to my own pri- 


ducive to the common Advantage of her Members. In 


2 


SS. A Yr. er 
ſelf, that he can | pipe to no particular Part of the 8a · 


cred Writings, which ſeem to favour his Deſign. 
by Pd of the Cup, 4 


That the M : ns Prayers for the 
Dead, &c. were practisd by fome of the 1 , ho 
Body will deny; but then I cant fee that this is any 
Proof that they are founded in the Holy Scripture, that 
they are the Inſtitutions of Chriſtianity, or that they 
were taught by the Apoſtles, as eſſentially neceſſary to 
the Chriſtian Worſhip. For if the Practice of the 


may be admitted as Evidences, that they are ftamp'd \, 
with a Divine Authority, then many other ancient 
Uſages of the Church, not contended for by our Au- 


thors Party, muſt appear to be as neceſſary as thoſe 
few, for which they fo much ſtruggle. 


Whether the Matters in Diſpute are inter deſderanda 


of the Church of England, no Ways relates to the 
Merit of the Cauſe : For there may be many Things * 
which I may lawfully deſire, which I can't think ne- 4 


ceſſary. As for Inſtance, ſuppoſe the Surplice, the 
ng at the 


d at the 
r with the 


55 


ſecond Reformation, I might ve 


>» 


vate Inclinations. The ſame Rite which may warm 
my Soul, may ftartle the weak Minds of many good 
Men; the ſame Ceremony which I may improve to 
Devotion, another may, perhaps, turn into Superſti- 


tion; and that ancient Uſage which I may think fer- 
viceable to my ſelf, may under our preſent Circum- 
ſtances be thought injurious to the Welfare of Reli- 
= gion Jam therefore bound by the common Laws of 
Society to regard the Good of others, and ought to be 


ſatisfied with what the Church ſhall think moſt con- 


Mort, I think, I need not prove, that the Honour, In- 
tereſt, and Unity of the Church, are infinitely to be 
preterr'd before any Cuſtom, not plainly reveal d, and * 
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aded in Scripture; nor am I afraid to ſay, that 


the beſt, and moſt ancient Uſages of the Fathers, 


when compar'd to theſe, are but mere Trifles. 
The Author of the No Neceſay, to cut the Diſpute 
the ſhorter, was willing to concede, that it is — 
1 


bable, that our Saviour, at his Supper, made U 


one of the Cups that was prepar'd tor the Paſchal So- 


lemnity, and that theſe Cups were generally diluted 
with Water. This the Anſwerer thinks ſufficient to 


convince us of the Neceſſity and Eſſentiality of the Mix- 


ture. But where the Sufficiency of the Argument lies, 


I profeſs I can't tell. Had our Saviour told his Diſci- 


ples, that they ſhould commemorate his Death and 
Paſſion in diluted Wine, then, without doubt, we were 


oblig'd carefully to follow his Directions. But ſince 


be has left no Inſtruftions about it, I can't ſee, that a 


mere Gueſs that our Saviour made Uſe of one of rhe 


* Paſchal Cups, is ſufficient to prove the Neceility of 


the Mixture. It has been provd, that we have 
better Grounds to believe, that our Lord made Uſe of 


1 fp Azyma, than the mixt Cup; and the Reaſon given 


it, was, becauſe we can't find, that the Jews were 
oblig'd, by any poſitive Law of God, to mix Water 


with their Wine at the Paſchal Solemnity ; whereas 
they were under the higheſt Penalty oblig'd to put 
away all Leaven out of their Houſes, Now, if our 


Saviour's uſing the Azyma, be not a ſufficient Argu- 
ment for the Neceſhty of it, (and this is ownd by 


the Practice of our Author's Party,) then, I think, 
we have much leſs Reaſon to conclude the Neceſhty 
of the mixt Cup, upon a Suppoſition, that our Saviour 


made Uſe of it. 


Ihe Anſwerer is ſenſible, that this Argument pinches 
bis Cauſe, and therefore he threatens it with a parti- 
Z cular Examination. Firſt, (ſays he) © I deny, that 


the Jews were oblig'd by a poſitive Law, to put 
* away the Leaven by the Time of the Euchariſtical 


E Inſtitution : That was ſolemniz'd on the Evening of 


* the thirteenth Day, whereas the Leaven was not to 
de remov'd till the Evening of the fourteenth. And 
* Secondly, ( ſays he) it is not ſo certain that our Sa- 


© viour inſtituted unleavened Bread, as that be inſti- 


« tured 


(6) 
«© tuted the mixt Cup; for the Eaftern and Weſtern. 
« Churches are unanimous in their Tradition for the 
te latter, when the former ſtands only upon the Au- 
ce thority of the Occidental Patriarchate ”*. - 
Whether our Saviour kept the Paſſover according to 
the legal Time, is nothing to our preſent Purpoſe, 
For, it it can be prov'd, that our Lord made Uſe of 
unleavened Bread, this is ſufficient to anſwer the De- 
| ſign of the Author of No Necefity. Now, to prove 
this, one would think, there was no further Occaſion 
than to cite the three Evangeliſts, (a) who all teſtify, 
That upon the Day of unleavened Bread, the Diſciples ; 
came, to know where they ſhould keep the Paſſover. 
For, what can the Days of unleavened Bread mean, 
but that ſolemn Time, in which it was unlawful to 
make Uſe of any Bread that was leavened. Beſides, 
this glaring Evidence, which neither this Writer, nor 
the Author of the Defence and Vindication of it, has 
taken any Notice of, the famous Controverſy between 
the Aſiaticks and Pope Victor, puts the Thing out of 
Queſtion. ' The A4faticks inſiſted, That Eafter onghe = 
to be kept on the fourteenth Moon, upon whatever 
Day of the Week it happen'd, becauſe it was the Day 
preſcrib'd the Jews for killing the Lamb, and Poly- 
crates defends this Cuſtom, as the Tradition of St. 
Philip, St. John, and ſeveral others, all which (ſays 
he) celebrated Eaſler when the Fews caſt out the 
| Leaven. (6) I can fee no Reaſon, why rhe Afaticks 
ſhould be fo ſtudious to retain this Cuſtom, unleſs it 
was, becauſe they had receiv'd it from their Anceſtors; 
that Chriſt perform'd the Paſſover upon the very four- 
teenth Day of the Moon, according to the Preſcription 
of the Law. This one Teſtimony might be ſufficient 
to prove, that our Saviour fulfill'd the legal Paſſover 
upon the firit Day of unleavened Bread. But becauſe 
this Writer is pleas'd to allert, That there is woes" . 
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(4) Matt. 26. 17. Mark 14. 12. Luke 22. 7, 8. ST 

(5) Ouru eg L nent & iges car m Trompeo age ing TH 7a 
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St. Matthew, ſays, That Chriſt was taken by the — 
upon the fourteenth Month, and from thence conc 


upon the Fifteenth Moon. (e) 


CBI 
tion for our Saviour's uſmg unleavened Bread, whereas the 
Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches are unanimous for the Mix- 


ture of the Cup. I ſhall take the Trouble to ſhew him 


his Miſtake. 


Origen, (c) in the beginning of his Treatiſe upon 


udes, 
at upon the ſame Moon the Paſſover was celebrated by 


our Saviour, And in the latter End of the Treatiſe he 
ſays, That Chriſt did perform his laſt Paſſover after the 


. 


Jewiſh manner, _ 


St. Chryſoſtom in ſeveral parts of his Works, and 
more particularly in his 81 and 82 Homily on the 


26 of Matthew, declares ; That our Saviour kept the 


Paſſover according to the Legal Cuſtom of af 
and that he celebrated his laſt Supper after the Paſſover. 
= To theſe I might add the Teſtimony of Theodoret (d) 
and many more of the Greeks. And as for the Latin 


Fathers who treat of the Paſſover, They all agree that 


_ Chriſt did celebrate his laſt Supper in unleaven d Bread 

upon the Fourteenth Moon. Thus St. Ambroſe, He 
3 therefore who Hons the Law, afterwards coming through 
I E 


a Virgin in the laſt Times, finiſh'd the Fulneſs of the Lac; 


— becauſe be came not to deſtroy, but to fullfill the Law; and 
celebrated the Paſſover, upon the Fiſtb Day of the 


Week, on which was the Fourteenth Moon. In a word, 


upon that very Day, as we have ſhew'd before, be did eat 


the Paſſover with bis * 3 but upon the following day, 


that is ; 7 the Sixth Day, be was crucified, it being 
St. 


(e) Origen Trad. 35 in Matt. Vide etiam Commentaria ſuper | 


Joh. Evang. 


; ( d) Queſt. 24 in Exod. 


(e) Ipſe ergo qui legem locutus eſt, poſtea veniens per Virgi- 
nem noviſſimis temporibus plenitudinem legis conſummavit, quia 
venit non Legem ſolvere ſed implere: & celebravit Paſcha, 
Hebdomadæ in qui ſuit quarta decima Luna quinti feria, Denique 


1pſa die, ſicut ſuperiora docent, Paſcha cum Diſcipulis manduca- 
vit; Sequenti autem die, hoo eſt, ſexta feria crucifixus eſt, Luna 


Cf Epi. de Fefto Paſchal. ad Epiſo. pe 


miliam c onſtitutos. Edit, Par iſ. 


(8) 

St. Auſtin in his Epiſtle to Caſulaum, giving him 
the reaſon of faſting upon the fourth I ſixth Ho- 
lyday, plainly proves; That the Jews took counſel to 
J take Feſus upon the fourth Holyday, one Day being paſt, 

npon the Evening of which our Lord eat the Paſſover 
| with bis Diſciples, which was the end of that Day, which 

5 we call the Fifth of the Sabbath. Afterwards ( ſays be) 

He was betray'd that might which belong'd to the Sixth of 
_ the Sabbath, which is the certain Day of bis Paſkon . This 
vas the fn Day of unleavened Bread, beginning from the 
Evening. But St. Matthew ſays, That the Fifth Day of 
the Sabbath was the firft Day of unleaven'd Bread; becauſe 
_ the Paſchal Supper was to be on the following Evening, at 
which Supper, the unleaven'd Bread and flain Lamb began 
tobe eaten; from which, ſays be, we may conclude, that it 
was the Fourth Day of the Sabbath, when our Lord ſaid ye 
know that after two Days is the Paſſover. (f) It is plain, 
That this Father was of Opinion, That Chriſt cele - 
brated the Paſſover that Evening, upon which the un- 
leaven d Bread and Lamb began to be eaten, and that 
be eat the Paſſover with his Diſciples, according to 
the direction of the Law before the Inftitution of the 
JJ. LO TT og an rw el 
St. Jerome is very clear upon the ſame point. 
The fri day of unleaven d Bread (ſays he) is the 
Ponrteenth day of the faſt Month, when the Lamb is 
 flam, and the Moon is at full, and the Ferment is caſt 
away : And again ; After the Typical Paſſover bad been 
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Ji 7) Cur autem quarta & ſexta maxime ſejunet Eccleſia illa 

1 ratio reddi videtur, quod conſiderato Evangelio, ipſa quarta Sab- 

1 bati, quam vulgo quartam feriam vocant, conſilium reperiuntur ad 

1 occidendum Dominum feciſſe Judzi Intermiſſo autem uno die, 1 

1 cujus Ve pera Dominus Paſcha cum Diſcipulis manducavir qui fins 
tuir ejus diei, quem vocamus quintam Sabbati. Deinde traditus eſt 1 


It cli nocte, quæ jam ad ſextam Sabbati, qui dies paſſionis ejus ma- 
i nifeſtus eſt, pertinebat. Hic dies primus azymorum fuit a veſ- 
| | Peri incipiens : Sed Matthæus Evangeliſta, 3 Sabbati dicit 
| fuiſſe primam diem azymorum, quia ejus veſpera ſequenre futura 

1 erat cœna Paſchalis, qua cœna incipiebat azymum, & ovis immo- 

i latio manducari. Ex quo colligitur quartam Sabbari fuiſſe quando 
| it Dominus: Scitis quia poſt biduum Paſcha fier, & filius hominis 
| tradetur, ur crucifigarur. Angaft, Epiſt, ad Caſulanum. Epiſt. 85. 


(9 
compleated, and our Saviour had eat the Fleſb of the Lamb, 
with bis Apoſtles, be takes Bread which comforts the Heart 
; Man, and paſſes over to the true Sacrament of thg 

aſſover. | 5 
Io theſe I might add many more Greek and Latin 
teſtify, That our Saviour celebrated the Paſchal So- 
lemnity, according to the Preſcription of the Law 
before the Inſtitution of the Euchariſt: But what f 
have already produc d, is ſufficient to convince us of 


part of the Pamphlet. (7) 
Whether the Weſtern Church has all along made 
uſe of unleaven'd Bread, is nothing to the purpoſe : 
and therefore our Author might have ſpar'd his Cita- 
tion from Cardinal Bona, whom he unfairly inſinuates 


"* as condemning his own Communion of Novelty, for 
=> uſing the Axyma; for the Cardinal aſſerts, Thar our 


Saviour made uſe of unleaven'd Bread at his laſt Sup- 
per, 5 ) and this is all that the Author of the No 
= Necel 

4 Bona is appeal'd to by our Author, as condemning 


miſrepreſented that great Man, by producing his own 
words in his Preface to the Reader, before his Book 
De Rebus Liturgicis ; His Words are theſe : * I have 
*® © aſlerted with all Orthodox Chriſtians, That Chriſt 
did conſecrate unleaven'd Bread at his laſt Sup- 
> © per, 2dly.1I ſaid that the Conſecration is valid, either 


"> F) Prima a2ymorum quarta decima dies menſis primi eſt, 


 abjicirur - . Poſtquam typicum Patcha fuerat impletum, & agni 

carnes cum Apoſtolis comederat, aſſumit panem qui confortat 
cor hominis & ad verum baſchæ tranſgreditur Sacramentun. 
St. Hierom L. 4. Comment, in Mat. 26. Verſe 17, C 26. 


(g) Neceſſity page 6. 


Bona ad Mabillon de Aꝝymo. 


> Fathers, of good Reputation in the Church, who 


the Learning and Modeſty of the Author of this 


ity was concern'd for. But ſince Cardinal 


his own Communion, for uſing the 4zyma, it may 
not be amiſs to ſhew the Reader how unfairly he has 
quando agnus immolatur, & Luna pleniſſima eſt, & fermentum 


(5) Certum eſt Chriſtum Redemptorem in ultima cœnã panem 
azymum comediſſe & in eo Euchariſtiam inſtiruiſle, Epiſt. Card. 
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ſtitutions commanding, that every Nation keep theie 

© own (g) Cuſtom*. Now from this the Reader may © 

judge of the ſincerity of this Author, and what credit 
ought to be given him in his other Quotations. * 
But to proceed: We have the Teſtimony of the fa- _ 
cred Writings, and becauſe theſe are not thought ſuf _; 


ficient, We have produc'd Tradition, That our Savi- 


If therefore it be neceſſary to mix the Cup, becauſe 


mould the Example of Chriſt be of Force to oblige 
The Reaſon given by many learned Men, why 3 


ven'd Bread ex vccaſtofte & propter morem Gentis, becauſe 


TH 2 Ego autem aſſervi cum omnibus orthodoxis Chriſtum in 


eſſe Conſecrationem tam in Azymo, quam in fermentato, Tertio, 
aAffirmo convenientius omnino eſſe in azymis conficere, & Chriſt 
exemplum ſequi. Dixi tamen ex facto Chriſti non concludi, ita 
neceſſariò ſaciendum: Nam Orientales fermentato utuntur, præcipi. 


(10) 
* in unleaven d or leaven'd Bread. And zdly. I affirm, 
That it is much more convenient to conſecrate in un- 
© leaven'd Bread, and to follow the Example of Chriſt. 
© Nevertheleſs it cannot be concluded from the Fact of F 
© Chriſt, that it is neceſſary for us ſo to do: For the 
© Orientialilis uſe leaven'd Bread, the Apoſtolical Con- 


our conſecrated his laſt Supper in unleaven'd Bread. 


it is preſum'd our Saviour drank it mix'd him- 
ſelf, by the ſame reaſon it muſt be neceſſary for uns 


to uſe unleaven'd Bread, becauſe we have a certain- Y 
ty, That he conſecrated the 4zyma. That our Saviour 
did not command his Diſciples to uſe Azyma, in 
theſe Words, DO THIS IN REMEMBRANCE OF 


ME, is plain; from the early Practice of thoſe who 
moſt commonly usd fermented Bread: And why 


us in one thing more than the other ? 


our Lord uſed the 4zyma, is, becauſe there was no þ.- 


other Bread to be had when our Saviour celebrated 


his Supper, and not becauſe the nature of the thing 
required it. () If therefore our Saviour us'd unlea- F 


* 


N 4 m 


ulcima cænã azymum conſecrafle, Secundo, Quoq ue dixi validam 


entibus Apoſtolicis Conſtitutionibus, ut ſingulæ nationes ſuum Ritum 
obſervent. Præfat. Lib. de Re Liturg. 1 

(h) Vide Card. Bona de Reb. Liturg. L. 23. Sect. 4. & A- 
geri Lib, 2. Cap, 10. De Sacramento. 7 | 


. > ” 1 5 > 15 We 2s 4 
J WV : e 2 N . 
0 IHE WER . wa . C ; 
1 SAG CE pat R ret ß ß 
„„ : TTT OE P34 W e 
; 5 ? ; Ss 3 „ en 6 . WN e 
3 ike „ N ee os * 5 8 
* l enn 2 Sz 7 
* e — 3 N J ; 
Ep Sc £7 2 


— 22 — —_ 
- "mn 


En 


the Jews us'd it at that time, why mayn't we ſup- 


oſe our Saviour usd the mixt Cup upon much the 

me reaſon; for as Jacobus d Vitriaco (i) oblerves, 
no body uſes pure Wine in thoſe parts, and Dr. Lightfoot 
(k) tells us, That the Wine was diluted by the Jews, 
becauſe it was very ſtrong, and not fit to be drank 
without Water. MF a 
The Writer of the Neceſſity (I) is pleas'd to make a 
very comical Diſtinction between Water and Ferment, 


One he tells us, 7s the ingredient of the Cup, and conſe- 
quently part of the matter of it, whereas the other is nothing 
more than a Duality, Circumſtance, and an Accident, 


That Water is Matter or Subſtance no body will deny, 


and can he deny Salt and Ferment to be Matter in 
this ſenſe ; if Water is a diſtinct Subſtance from 
the Wine, I hope his Senſes will inform him that Salt, 

and Muff, are diſtinct Subſtances from the Axyma. 
But this Gentleman (who it is plain wants Logick, 


and Metaphyſicks, as well as good Manners,) I ſup- 


poſe means that Water is part of that Matter 


which properly conſtitutes the Sacrament : And indeed 


upon this Point depends the Merits of the Cauſe, and 


therefore I ſhall not tire the Reader, with an Anſwer to 


his impertinent Cavils, but ſhall immediately pro- 


ceed to examine his Authority and Reaſons for this 


new coin'd Opinion. For among the Multitude of 


Authors who have wrote upon the Sacrament, we ſhall 


not find one Man of Note that backs him in it, even 


where the Mixture is the conſtant practice of their 
Communion. . 3 3 


Fuſtin Martyr is cited to prove Water part of the 


proper Matter of the Sacramental Cup: His Words 
are theſe rat 5 Ge dvry v mtg nuts Bugntergia. (n) This 
Food is call d by us the Euchariſt. Now ſays this Writer, 
Tf Bread, Wine and Water be the Euchariſt, as this Father 
aſſerts, then it muſt be the Matter of it, becauſe nothing 


B 2 | can f 
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(1) Hiſt. Occident, Cap. 38. DE 

(4) Hore Hebraic. in Hatt. Tom. 2 p. 257+. 
() Neceſſity Page 6. _ 

(m) Apolog. 2. | 


En 
can be the Fucharift, but what conſtitutes it, and that is 
the Matter of it. Beſides, he declares that Wine and Water 
are the Blood of Jeſus ; now what repreſents Chriſt's 
Blood, is certainly the Matter of the Euchariſt, therefore 
the Mixture is ſuch. And Thirdly, be affirms the mixed 


Cup to be the hiſtitution of our Lord, as I have provd 
before, but what our Lord inſtituted, That is without 


diſpute the Matter of the Cup. 


That Bread and Wine, tho' mingled with Water, 
upon a due Conſideration, is the Eucharift, no Body 


aus I know of will deny: But doth this prove, That 


Water is as much the Conſtituent Matter of the Eu- 
charift as Wine : Doth not the Roman Commumion 
always mingle the Cup ? And yet they unanimouſly. 


declare, That Water is no part of the proper Matter 


of the Sacrament. But, 2dly. That, uin Martyr 


calls Wine and Water, totidem verbis, the Blood of 


Jeſus, is not true; for the only words of the Mary- 
br, to which he can refer, are theſe. We have been 
taught, That that Food which has been bleſs'd by the 


© Prayer of the Word that comes from him, is the Fleſh 


and Blood of that Incarnate Jeſus. ' (mn) Here I can't 


Tee that this Author can have any other Deſign, than 
to impoſe upon his unwary Reader by his miſrepreſent- 
ing the words of the Father ; for had he given us his 


genuine words, tis plain no new Argument could 
be drawn from thence. For tho this Writer denies 
Bread and Wine to be the Euchariſt, and ſufficient to 


repreſent the Body and Blood of Chriſt, yet we don't 


deny that Bread and Wine when temper d with Water 
is the Euchariſt, nor can he ſay, we don't own the 
Huchariſi to be the Repreſentative of the Body and 
Blood of our Saviour; which was the only thing in- 


tended by the Father in this Paſſage. 8 
But 2dly. Juſtin Martyr doth not ſay, That Water 


as well as Wine is the Inſtitution of our Lord: Had 
this Father (as our Author pretends he has elſewhere 


prov d) affirmd this; we muſt have own'd, That 
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and when he had given Thanks, He ſaid; Do this 


C29) 


this Father was of Opinion, That Water is part of the 


Matter of the Sacramental Cup. But I am fatisfy'd 
9 come to conſider his Proof, we ſhall find it 
very defective in every particular. (t) The Martyr ha- 


„ ving related (ſays our Author) the ſolemn Action, 
and told the Emperour, That the Deacons diſtribute 


« to every one that is preſent, part of the conſecrated 
< Bread and Wine and Water c. That they call'd 
« this Food the Ercharift, and that it was not law- 
<« ful for any to partake of ir, but thoſe that believ- 
e ed their Doctrine to be true and were baptiz'd ; he 
ce proceeds. For we do not receive. this (Bread and 


Vine and Water) as common Bread, nor common 
Drink, but as our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, being made 
© Fleſh by the Word of God, had Fleſh and Blood 
c for the ſake of our Salvation; ſo in like manner 
„we have been taught, That that Food (of Bread, 
« Wine and Vater) which has been Euchariſlix d, or 


e bleſſed by the Prayer of the Word that comes from 

* him, from which Food we are nonrifh'd, by it's 
e paſſing into our Subſtance, is the Fleſh and Blood 
of that Incarnate Jeſus. For ſo the Apoſtles in | 
their Commentaries, which are call'd Goſpels, have 
e deliver'd ; That Jeſus commanded them (to teach) 


That he having taken Bread, when he had given 


“ Thanks, did ſay : Do this in Remembrance of me, 
e this is my Body: And likewiſe, That he having 
© taken the Cup, (of Vine and Huter) and given 
de thanks, did ſay; This Cup of Vine and water is 
« my Blood. And is here no intimation, ſays our 
Author, That our Saviour commanded the Apoſtles 


9 


5 


to mix the Cup. To which I anſwer, No, not 


the leaſt Intimation as I can ſee, and take out theſe 


Words, the ( Cup of Wine and Water ) which are 


neither the words of our Saviour, nor this hol 
Martyr, no Man of common Capacity will think ſo. 
For this Father doth not ſay, our Saviour commanded 
them to mix Vine and Vater; Nothing like it - 
But he tells the Emperour, That our Saviour com- 
manded the Apoſtles to teach, that he rook Bread, 


In 


8 r 


2 : 


th. 


() Neceſſity Pag. 17, 


(14) 


in Remembrance of me; and likewiſe that he having 
taken the Cup and given Thanks, ſaid, This is my 
Blood. Tis plain, That all the other part of the 
Quotation, is no more than a punctual Account of 
the Chriſtians Practice, without the leaſt Intimation 
of Chriſt's Precept; and is there any thing more 
in this part, than a bare Relation of what we have 
in the Goſpel? Or doth the Martyr here make a 
ſtronger Intimation of Chriſt's Command, than the 
Evangeliſts have done before him? But let us fee 
| how he makes out this Intimation of the Father: 


a Why he tells us the Caſe is plainly this. Fuſtin 


© Martyr, accquaints the Emperour, That the Chriſti- 
© ans receiv'd the Sacramental Cup mix d, That what 
„ they did at this Solemmty, was in virtue of our 


« Saviour's Command mention'd in the Goſpel, the 


© words are (ſays this Writer) as the Martyr goes 
„ on : Do this in Remembrance of me. (n) 

Did not the Martyr tell the Emperour, That they 
ſaluted one another with a Kiſs ? And yet I hope our 
Author won't ſay, This was in virtue of aur Saviour'ss © 
Command in the Goſpel. Doth the Martyr tell the 
Emperour of any other Goſpel than what we have > © 
And where do we find any ſuch Command in any of 
them? Yes, (ſays this Writer) The Words are as the 
Aartyr GOES ON, Do this in Remembrance of me, 
I! am afraid our Author goes on, without either the 
Martyr or the Goſpel : For the Martyr only tells 
the Emperour, That when our Saviour took the Cup 
and gave Thanks, he ſaid this is my Blood: But that 
our Saviour at the Diſtribution of the Cup, ſaid; 
Do this in Remembrance of me, is our Author's In- 
terpolation, and conſequently no Intimation of the 
holy Martyr, That our Saviour commanded us to mix 
Wine; but ſuppoſe the Martyr had ſaid, That we 
were inform'd in the Goſpel, That our Saviour after 
he took the Cup, ſaid ; Do this in Remembrance of me. 
It is plain, that he had been miſtaken, becauſe not 
one of the Evangeliſts has ſaid ſo. Tis true indeed, 
St. Paul in his Epiſtle to the Corinthians, ( which I 

„ i ſuppoſe 


(n) Neceſſity Page 18. 


(15) 
ſuppoſe neither the Martyr, nor this Writer calls the 
Goſpel) tells us, That our Saviour took the Cup, 
when he had ſupp'd, ſaying ; This Cup is the nem Teft- 
ament of my Blood: This do ye, as often as ye drink 
it in Remembrance of me. But then it is plain to 
> every one who reads the Father, that here he makes no 
Reference to this Paſſage of St. Paul's Epiſtle : But 
after all, ſuppoſe, That the Martyr had told the Em- 
perour, that when our Saviour bleſſed the Cup, he 
had ſaid ; Do this in Remembrance of me, yet it will not 
appear, that the Martyr would hereby ſignify to the 
” Emperor, That our Saviour commanded his Diſciples 
to mix the Cup. For is not Bread, and Wine and 
Water brought to the Roman Prieſt ? Don't they call 
the Conſecrated Bread and Cup, the Euchariſt, or Body 
> and Blood of Chriſt? And yetour Author knows, that 
they deny Water to be the Matter of the Sacrament ; 
tho' at the Conſecration they make uſe of theſe Words: 
As often as ye ſhall do theſe things, ye ſhall do them 
, 
Ihere is another Inſtance, which our Author thinks 
will prove this Father to believe, that our Saviour in- 
* ſtituted Water. The Father obſerves, That the Devils 


zmitated this Myſtery in their Worſhip of Mithra, and bow, 
ſays our Author, did they imitate it + Why the Father ſays, 
by offering Bread and a Cup with Water in it, in their da- 
crificess Now (ſays our Author) if the Apologiſt did not 
believe there was Water in the Inſtituted Cup, to what 
> purpoſe is this Inſtance brought to prove the Reſemblance ? 
* Suppoſe the Father believed Water was in the Inſti- 
tuted Cup, doth this prove, That he muſt believe, 
that Water was the inſtituted Matter of the Cup ? 
This is our Controverſy, and not the other. How- 
euer this Paſſage neither proves one or the other, and to 
what purpoſe our Author cites it, I can't tell. For 
= the Worſhippers of Mithras at their Myſteries, or 
Mythriaca, did not imitate the matter of the Sacra- 
ment but the Myſtery it ſelf ; They did not imitate 
the Res oblatas, what the Chriſtians offer'd, but 
ch FD 8 Oblat ionem 
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(16) 
Oblationem ipſam, the Oblation it ſelf. For had they 
deſign'd to 1mitate the Res oblatas, they wouid have 
made uſe of Wine; whereas they might deſign to imi- 
tate the Myſtery it ſelf, without making uſe of Wine, 
or Water, but any other Liquor, whatever they pleas d. 
The Calvinifts ſay, That the Sacrament is valid, tho* 7 
they ſhould only make uſe of Bread and Beer, and 
| ſhould any one of them in Conſequence of this Opinion 
conſecrate Bread and Beer, he would imitate the Eu- 
cbariſt it ſelf, and yet conſecrated Beer doth not in the 
leaſt reſemble the proper Matter of the Euchariſtical 
Cup. The next Father which our Author ſays proves 
Water to be the Matter of the Cup, is Irenaus, whoſe 
Words are; Temperamentum Calicis ſuum ſanguinem con- 


 firmavit ; (y) which our Author tranſlates, our Saviour 


card the; wird Cap be: Blog. © oi 

Doth this prove, That the Father thought, that our 
Saviour declared Water to be the proper Matter of 
the Sacrament, becauſe he ſays, our Saviour call'd 
what was pour'd into the Cup, his Blood For he 


doth not tell us what was mix'd in it. Temperamentum 


Calicis doth not ſignify a Cup of Wine and Water, 
but any thing elſe the Cup is filld withal. And it is 
plain, the Father makes uſe of thoſe Terms which our 
Author tranſlates Mixture in this very ſenſe which I. 
have given. This Writer according to the Defence 
_ tranſlates, Reprobant itaque bi Commiſtionem vini caleftis, 
et ſola aqua ſecularis volunt eſſe, non recipientes Deum ad 
mixturam ſuam. Theſe (viz. Ebiomtes) reject the 

Mixture of the heavenly Wine, and only make uſe of 
Water, excluding God from their, Mixture: He won't 
diſpute now, whether this is a fair Tranſlation of the 
Father, for we can eaſily play this Tranſlation againſt 
our Author. Here the Father tells us, That the Ebio- 
tes reject the Mixture of the heavenly Wine, but doth 
not ſay one word of Water mix'd with this Wine. 
And if theſe Allegorical Expreſſions refer to the Sacra- 
ment, it is plain he can mean no more than the Wine 
which was pour d into the Cup, becauſe he calls the 
Cup of pure Water which the Ebionites made 9 of 
EY a OFT" for 


(2) Lib. 4. Cap. 57. 
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Water, is evident from Epiphanius. (q) If therefore 
the Father calls the Ebionitiſh Cup Commixtionem ſuam, 
(their Mixture as this Writer conſtrues the Word) 


tho it is certain there was nothing but Water pour d 
into it, why ſhould we ſuppoſe, that he means by his 
other ſynonymous Expreſſions, any more than what was 
pour d into the Sacramental Cup? For it is plain, 
> that there is not the leaſt intimation of the Mixture of 
Water with the Wine in the Euchari/tical Cup to be 
found in any Part of this Father's Writings 
4 That w begun, miſcere, Cc. ſignify to pour out, 
and are often made uſe of, when they relate only 
to a ſimple and unmix'd Liquor, has been made ap- 
pear from the Authority of ſome eminent Claſſicks, 
which our Author is not able to diſprove: And 
were it needful, I could add many more of very 


good Note, who in the Judgment of the beſt Cri- 


| ticks in their Comments upon them, ofren uſe the 
'F Words Kheguvup, miſceo Of c. in the Signification, | 
I have given of them. But this Writer who ſeems 
to be a Stranger to the Claſſicks, is not pleas'd with 
Quotations from Heathen Orators and Poets. He 
is for interpreting 44pm, mixtura Cc. by Eccle- 


ſiaſtical Authors. And here in his cwn way, it is 


plain, we are too hard for him: For Irenevs calls 
2 Cup of pure unmix d Water, commiſlionem ſuam. 
There is another Author indeed, who has a Share 
in this doughty Performance that pretends to ac- 
count for this Expreſſion : (7) It is done it ſeems Per 
Catachrefm, © Thus, ſays he, we ſpeak of the aboliſh'd 
* Prieflbood of the Jews, as if it was unextinguiſh'd, 
* and call thoſe Prieſts that have no Commiſion. 
Whether this Example be proper to a Cutechrefis, 
I leave it to thoſe who underſtand Rhetorick : How- 
ever it is pretty plain the Parallel will not hold, 
We call an aboliſh'd Prieſthood a Fandel, and 
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(2) Hæreſ. 30. 
C) Appendix to the Neceſſity, Page 153. 


for the Sacramental Cup Commiſtionem ſuam. That 
the Ebionites had nothing mix'd in their Cup but pure 


. 0 — 7 - Ds * 
ana, — > . He OD. 4354 — n —— — 


— e tne er i Eee eg ar A 


the Purpoſe. Becavſe it might be 


(18) 


therefote we may call a Cap of Water a Cup of Wine 


and Water. Catachreſis, is a is, gy when one Word is 


abuſively put for another, and not an Addition of 


one Thing to another; which is the Caſe before us. 


We may perhaps call a Gp, when there is nothing 
but Water in it, a Wine Cup, as we call a Hool (by 
this Figure) a F:ſþ Pond when there are no Filth 


in it, but to ſay a Cup of Water ſignifies a Cup 


of Wine and Water, is an horrid Abuſe of a Cate- 


chreſis, and warranted by no Inſtance either of Pro- 
Fane or Eccleſiaſtical Authors. This Writer indeed 
tells us that Epiphanius calls the Ebionitaſh Cup the 
Sacramental Cup: But here I am afraid he muſt 


recur to ſome other Figure to ſave his Credit; for 
the Words of Epiphanius are theſe: They (ſpeaking 


of the Ebonites) Perform the Myſteries every Tear in 
imitation of the Saints which are in the Church in un- 
leaven d Bread, and the other part of the Myſtery by 
Mater alone (s). The Father doth not ſay they cele- 
brated the Sacrament, but Myſteries, or Rites, and 
theſe not only Ebion and Tatian, but the Heathens 


alſo perform d in imitation of the Church, in Bread 


and Water ; but I could never find any Father who cal- 
led theſe Pagan Myſteries by the Name of the Euchariſt 


or Sacramental Cup. And I think this Writer may 


as well ſay that Juſtin Marty (t) call'd the Cup 
of Water, usd in the Mithriaca, or Myſteries of 
Aithras, in Imitation of the Chriſtians, the Sacra- 
mental Cup, as that Epipbanius calls the Ebionitiſb 
Cup fo : This Writer therefore warily left out the 
Words of the Hiſtorian; for he could not but be 


Jenſible, that the Words fairly conſtrued would not 


bear the Signification he has given them. And yet, 
_ had it been true, that Epiphanius had call'd the Ehio- 


this won't anſwer 
call'd the Sacra- 
RS © 


mites Cup, the Sacramental Cup 
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(19 
mental Cup, from the Conſecration it ſelf, and not 
from the particular Matter conſecrated in it. 
But after all, ſuppoſe that Irenæus did mean 
by Temparamentum Calicis, a Cup of Wine mixt with 
Water, yet this doth not prove the Water to be any 
part of the 1557 Matter of the Euchariſtical Cup: 


For as I ſaid before, Don't the Roman Catbolicks 
call their mix'd Cup, the Blood of Chriſt, and yet 


ſtrenuouſly deny the Water to enter into the Eſſence 


of the Sacrament. lg; 8 
The next Father cited to prove Water the matter 
of the Cup, 1s, Clemens Alexandrinus, who, ſays this 


Writer, informs us; That the mixed Cup was the Inſtitu- 
tion of the Aiy ©, and declares that it is the ſpiritual. Blood 
of Chrift, and that after Conſecration it is called the Eu- 


charift ; which are all of them ſo many Evidences, that 


Pater is part of the matter of the Sacramental Cup: For 
J it could not be the Inſtitution of the Logos, the Blood of 


| Chriſt, or the Euchariſt unleſs it was the matter of the 
Tyſlituted Cup. . 


S Sure our Author has a Licenſe to ſay what he 
3 pleaſes, or he thinks his Cauſe will juſtify any 
fort of Management: For the Father no where tells 


us, that Water was the Inſtitution of the Aiy©- 


the Blood of Chriſt, or the Euchariſt. He may indeed * 


pretend from his own baſe Tranſlation of the Father 


to prove he believed this; but then I think there is 


a wide Difference from his own falſe Inferences that 
the Father might believe ſo, and his telling us that 


= the Father inform'd us, that the mixed Cup was 
= the Inſtitution of the Logos c. This ſeems to be a 


3 Pious Fraud; for had he not deſigned to impoſe upon 


the unwary Engliſh Reader, he ſhould have given 


him the very Words of the Father himſelf. 


How Juſtly this Writer has tranſlated this Fa-. 
ther in Page 36, 37 : I leave it to the Judgment of 
thoſe who are acquainted with the Original (u) 


Language, yet even his own Tranſlation as inſincere 
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6290 | 
and falſe as it is, won't anſiver his purpoſe. The 
Paſſage is this; Water is the Drink that Nature 
* requires, and Temperance directs for the Thirſty ; 
thus the Lord gave to the Hebrews for drink alone 
» the Waters which flow'd from the ſtony Rock ; 
© for a temperate Draught became them, while they 
* remain'd in a wandring State: At length the 


* ſacred Vine (the Vine which grew in Canaan's 


5** holy Land) bare the Prophetick Grapes. The 
„ Sign then given to thoſe, who from a State of 


* wandring have been led into a State of Reſt ;. 


* was the great Cluſter, the Logos who was preſs d 


* for us; THIS LOGOS THE Blood of the Grape, 
ordering that it ſelf ſhould be mix d with Water, as 
his Blood is Incorporated with Salvation Now the 
Blood of our Lord, is Two-fold ; the one Carnal, 
* by which we are redeemed from Death; the 
other Spiritual, wherewith we are anointed : And 
* to drink the Blood of Chriſt, is to partake 
* of our Lord's Immortality. For the Spirit is tg 
Life giving Principle of the Logos, as the Blood 
“is of the Fleſh : As then the Wine is mixed. 
* with the Water, ſo is the Spirit with Man, the 
one, namely the Mixture, leads us unto Faith ; 
but the other, which is the Spirit, conduceth to 
* immortal Life. Now the mixture of theſe two, 


be the Drink, and the Logos, is nam'd the Euchariſſ. 
Our Author, I hope, won't ſay, that this Tranſla- 


tion will anſwer, like Tallies, to the Original ; 
even in thoſe places where he pretends the Merits 


of 
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| of the Cauſe lye. And yet as bad as it is; I 
cant ſee in what part of it, the Father declares 

] that Water was the Inſtitution of the Logos, the 

Blood of Chriſt, or the Euchariſt, as this Writer 

affirms : And I am fatisfied he will be ox to 


ſhow what Words he can poſhbly wreſt to this 
meaning. The Mixture which the Father in his 
myſtical way of ſpeaking calls the Euchariſt is not 
a Cup of Wine mix d with Water, but 2% m7 n 
9 Aby a Mixture of Drink and the Word. Nor 
ot 


6 | h it appear that the Wine which the Father 
> ſpeaks of, relates to the Sacramental Cup. The 
Words are theſe , meu A, © wo -, . 


Udun, W 5 d gr, mw mwua As Wine is mix'd 
with Water, ſo is the Spirit with Man. And the 
other Sentence, which I ſuppoſe our Author chiefly 
fixes his Eye upon, is this; 5 awa]@r © capuais ven 
 aipragu d$rAnow] Or 7% A, ws Y W al⁵⁰ν, wns awTweis 


3 2zigrar), Which can admit of no other fairer Tranſla- 


tion than theſe Two. The Word being willing to be 
mix'd with the Water of the Blood of the Grape, or the 
Blood of the Grape, i. e. the Word being willing to be 
mix'd with Water, as his Blood is mingled with Salva- 
tion. Now let us take which way we pleaſe, I am apt to 
think no Body can clearly ſhew what the Father means. 
However, it is plain he doth not here inform us that our 
Saviour commanded the Sacramental Cup to be mix'd 
with Water, nor doth he tell us of any Direction, which 
our Saviour has given us about the Celebration of the 
Sacrament: Tho? this is what our Author ſhould 
prove, or elſe he can ſay nothing to the Purpoſe. 
The Deſign and Scope of the Father in this Chap- 


(ter, is to recommend Sobriety and Temperance, and 


not to inſtruct us how to perform the Euchariſt; his 
Arguments are levell'd againſt Drunkenneſs, and not 
againſt the uſe of pure Wine at the ſacred Solemnity; and 
when he recommends Water it is for the Uſe of the thir- 
ſty, and not as the proper Matter of the Euchariſt. In 
ſhort who ever reads his Writings, will get very little 
light from them, into the Myſteries of our Religion : 
For he declares it was not lawful to explain them in 
Writing, but only by Word of Mouth to thoſe who 


were 


(22) 
were deem'd worthy of the Communication. (x) Now 
let us but conſider this Declaration of the Father, and 
that when ever he ſays any thing that relates to the 
Myſteries of Chriſtianity ; he induſtriouſly makes uſe 
of allegorical, dark, and ænigmatical Phraſes, ſuch as 
could be underſtood by none but thoſe who were per- 
ſonally accquainted with him, and fo might partly 
know his Deſign by his myſtical Phraſes. I fay, let 
us but conſider this, and we can't but own it very un- 
reaſonable, to conchude the certainty of a Point of ſo 
great moment as our Author pretends this to be. 
In every Controverſy the proofs ought to be full and 
clear, and the Authorities ſuch as will admit of no 

_ diſpute of the Intention of the Author: Now I ap- 
peal to the learned World, whether this Father clearly ? 
 thews us, That our Saviour inſtituted Water as the 
proper Matter of the Sacramental Cup; or whether he 
deſign'd in any part of this Chapter, to urge the Necefli- 
ty of uſing Water with Wine at the ſacred Solemnity. 
But after all it is plain from ſome other parts of 
this Father's Writings, That he did not think Water | 
was the Matter of the Euchariſt : For he tells us that 
the Scriptures nominated Wine as the myſtical Symbol of the * 
Holy. Blood (y) And in another place, (z) he ſays 
| That our Saviour us'd Wine, and what he bleſs'd was Wine, 
when he ſaid, take, drink, this is my Blood, the Blood of 
 tbeVine, And a little after he ſays, That our Lord 
thew'd again, that what was bleſ#d or conſecrated was IV ine, 
ſaying to his Diſciples : I will not drink of the Fruit of 
+ the Vine, till I drank it with you in my Fathers King- 
.. rens peo” 
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(k) Vide Stromat. Lib. 1. p. 275. & Lib. 4. p. 539. Edit 
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Vine was what our Saviour conſecrated to repreſent 


C 7 
1,» And again, Our Lord ſays of bimſelf, That it was 
55 which — drank by him. All which Paſlages 
lainly prove, that the Father did not think Water, 
ban Wine only, the proper Matter of the Sacramental 
2 Exprethons are full and clear, That 


his Blood, they admit of no ambiguous Interpretation, 
nor can our Author pretend they are of ſo doubtful a 
a Meaning, as the dark Allegories he has cited to prove 
his novel Notion: It is hard, that we muſt throw aſide 
ſo many Paſſages which ſo directly Point to the Mat- 
ter, and touch the very Queſtion it ſelf, and apply to 


affedded Allegories and ænigmatical Phraſes, which 


the Father induſtriouſly deſign'd ſhould not be com- 


I | monly underſtood. Thus I think I have plainly prov'd, 


That neither 7/in Martyr, Irenæ us, or Clemens Alex- 
andrinus, favour onr Author's Notion, that Water is 


the proper Part of the Matter of the Euchariſtick Cup. 


And as for their Predeceſſors and Contemporaries, I 


1 am perſwaded, that neither our Author, nor his Ab- 
bettors, can bring one Inſtance from them; which cer- 
tainly proves the Mixture to be even their Practice; 


much leſs that it was preſcrib d by them as a neceſſary 


D 4 Duty: And the only Reaſon which can be aflign'd 
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= for the belief of the Mixtures being a common Uſage of 
g moſt Churches before Juin Martyr's Time, is that 
= the firſt Churches were planted in thoſe Places where 
it was reckon'd a Diſgrace, or thought inconvenient 


to drink pure Wine. The People of thoſe Climes 


were uſually temperate, their Wine was very ſtrong, 
and the meetings of the Chriſtians were very early in 
the Morning, and therefore call'd Antelucani cætus, 
and it is probable, the Quantity that they drank 
might be often much larger, than the Cuſtom of this 


time allows. Theſe Conſiderations may induce us to 
think it not unlikely, that the mix'd Cup, was a com- 
mon Uſage of the ancient Chriſtians: But yet a 
common Uſage, (for all this Writer pretends to play 


the Expreſſion againſt the Author of The No Neceſſity, 


doth not always fuppoſe a conſtant and uninterrupted 
Practice, much leſs an indiſpenſable Duty. 


we 
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(24) 
We may juſtly ſay, That Wine is the common 
Uſage of the Church of England, notwithſtanding there 
are ſeveral Pariſhes, which to this very Day uſe the 


Mixture. But to proceed, The Author of the No Ne- 
ceſity produc'd St. Cyprian as an Evidence, that Water 


was no part of the proper Matter of the ſacred Cup, 


tho' it is granted he warmly pleads for the uſe of it, 
| becauſe he thought it might contain ſome myſtical Sig- 
nifications. The firſt Inſtance was this: For when 
_ Chriſt ſays, I am the true Vine, the Blood of Chriſt 
certainly is not Vater but Wine. (a) Now can any 
words be more deciſive againſt our Authors Hypo- 


theſis than theſe: Doth he not expreſſy determine 
the Caſe, in the Senſe of the Author of the Vo Ne- 
ceſity? Here the Origininal Words will bear no 
other Tranſlation, and therefore our Author cant 
pretend to make them ſpeak another Senſe by his 


uſual way of falſe Conſtructions, The Expreſſion is 


home to the purpoſe for which it was produc'd, and 


directly anſwers the very Queſtion in Diſpute. And 
our Author is ſo ſenſibly pinch'd with it, that ge 
leaves the matter of the Diſpute, and is forc'd to retire 

to his uſual way of ſhuffling : St. Cyprian, ſays he, 
2s Here arguiug againſt the Aquarii a Sed which usd Wa- 
ter onlyinthe Euchariſtick Cup. And what is this to the | 
purpoſe were it true? When the Father's Argument 
is as ſtrong againſt his Sect, who make it one of 
their main pretences of leaving the Church of Em- 
land, that Water is the proper matter of the Cup, 
and enters the Eſſence of the Sacrament. But ſays MF 
our Author, St. Cyprian did not deſign to exclude Water 


by this Argument, and who ſays that he doth as a fſigni- 
ficant Rite? But that he excludes Water as the matter of - 


the Cup, Or repreſentative Blood of Chriſt, 18 plain 


totidem verbis. This is our preſent Diſpute, and I am 


certain our Author can't find out any other Expreſſi- 
ons which more forcibly ſhut out Water from being 


3 the 


1 th, 
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() Nam cdm dicat Chriſtus : Ego ſum vitis vera; Sanguis 
Chriſt non aqua eſt utique ſed Vinum. Epiſt. ad Cecil, p. 148. 
E it. Oxon. | | | e | . ö 


; ( 25 ) * 
te repreſentative Blood, than what has been produc d 
from this Father. | 5 
After all he is not willing to loſe St. Cyprian, and 
therefore he produces a Paſſage from him, which he 
thinks will be more favourable to his Hypotheſis. He 
conſtrues the Paſſage thus; I wonder, ſaith be, whence 
this Uſage comes, That contrary to Evangelical and Apoſto- 
lical Directions, in ſome Places, Water is fer d inthe Lord's 
= Cup, which without Wine cannot repreſent the Blood of 
= Chriſt. (b) And here I muſt tell him, That he has 
induſtriouſly conſtrued the latter part of this Paſſage 
= falſe ; For he knows that Sola doth not ſignify without 
Pine. I ſhall therefore give a fair Tranſlation of it, 
for the ſake of the Engliſh Reader. Iu ſome places 
Vater is offer d in the Lord's Cup, which alone cannot re- 
ſemble the Blood of Chriſt. Now I can't ſee how this 
Paſſage can any ways ſerve our Author's NN nor 
can I ſee what pretence he can have for ſaying, That 
3 the Martyr in theſe words, plainly intimates, that 
Water with Wine may repreſent the Blood of Chriſt: 
For here the Father doth not make the leaſt mention 
of Wine, but only ſays, that Vater alone can not 
, CEE. 
The true Caſe is this: The Father is not here as 
our Author ignorantly aſſerts, pleading againſt the 
Aquarii, who were either Ebionites or Encratites, He- 
reticks which declar'd the uſe of Wine upon all accounts 
abominably wicked and unlawtul, but againſt ſome 
= ignorant and ſimple Chriſtians, (in Communion with 
the Church) who thought Water alone might be ſuffi- 
cient to repreſent the Blood of Chriſt, and therefore 
us d no Wine for fear of a Perſecution. For the Hea- 
then at that time, it ſeems, were wont to ſinell the 
Breaths of the Chriſtians, and if they found thereby 
that they had been drinking of Wine, they concluded 
they had been at their Sacriſicia Aatutmna, their Morn- 
ing Sacrifices, and thought this a ſufficient Reaſon to 
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(b) Miror ſatis unde hoc uſurpatum fir, vr contra Evangelicam 

A poſtolicam Diſciplinam quibuſdam in locis aqua cfferatur in 

_ Dominico Calice, quæ ſola Chriſti Sanguinem non poſſit exprimere. 
Ejift, 63. p. 152. | | 
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(e) Neceſſity, Pag. 76. 


„ 1 
ground a Perſecution on. Some weak Chriſtians there- 
ore at this time us d only Water in the Cup. Ne per 


ſaporem Vini redolerent ſanguinem Chriſti, leaſt thro* the 


Scent of the Wine, they ſhould ſmell of the Blood of 
Chriſt. Now againſt theſe ſimple Chriſtians whom 
fear had drawn into this Error, and not againſt the 
Aquarian Hereticks, the Father levels his Argument, 
and proves from many Texts of Scripture, That Wine 


only repreſents the Blood of Chriſt. Nay even this 
very Paſſage which our Author has cited, was defign'd 
by the Father to prove, That Water was no part of 
the proper Matter of the Sacramental Cup: For he 
immediately ſubjoins a Text out of the Pſalms, by 
which, he ſays, the holy Spirit intended to ſhew the 
matter of the Lord's Cup. Thy Cup is inebriating. 
Now, ſays he, That Cup which inebriates, certainly 
is fill'd with Wine, for Water cannot inebriate any 
one. In ſhort, the Father throughout this whole E- 
piſtle is ſtrenuouſly argaing, that Water is not, but 
Wine is the proper matter of the Cup, and repreſen- 
tative of Chriſt's Blood. His Terms by which he ex- 
pPreſſes this, are very full and clear, and even the 


very Paſſage. cited by our Author, is directly levell'd 
againſt his Opinion. With what Modeſty then can 


this Author tell us, That the Father puts Wine up- #3 
on the Level with Water. (c) When the Martyr ſo ®? 
frequently declares, That Wine is the Blood, and 
that. Water doth not reſemble the Blood of Chriſt; 
He tells us, that Water ſignifies the People. We ſee, 
ſays the Father, That in the Water the People are un- 
derſtood, but that the Blood of Chriſt is repreſented in the 


Vine (d) Now doth the Father here put the Blood 


of Chriſt upon the Level with the People, or dot 
he intimate, that the People is part of the Blood of | 
 Chritt ; 1 hope our Author won't advance another 
new Notion THAT AT THE facred Table 
we ſpiritually drink the People as well * = | 

. > tha! x} 
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(4) Videmus in aqui populum intelligi, in Vino vero oftendi San- 


guinem Chriſti. Pag. 153. 


ſes. But to proceed. HE 
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(27) | 
Blood of Chriſt. And this the Father muſt mean, 
iſ he meant to put Wine upon the Level with Water: 
In ſhort the Caſe is plainly this, the Father pleads 
for Water, not as the matter of the Cup, but only as 
a Rite which he ſuppos'd contain'd ſome Myſtical Sig- 
nifications, and ſo long as any Church commands the 
3 Uſe of this Rite, for my own part, I think it the 
Duty of the Clergy to obſerve it, but then if it be 
only a Rite, as has been plainly prov'd, certainly 
the Church has a Power to diop it when ſhe plea- 
The Author of the No Neceſity, produc'd Tertullian, 
and Optatus Milevitanus as Evidences, That Wine was 
the only proper matter of the Cup: As for Tertullian, 
he plainly declares, That it was Wine which was Con- 
| ſecrated in remembrance of Chriſt's Blood. (e) And 
Optatus tells us, That it was Wine which was offer d 
in Sacrifice to God: (/) This our Author ſays is no- 
thing to the Purpoſe. For it ſeems his Party, is ſo fully 
perſwaded of the Eſſentiality of the Vine, that they look 
upon the Opinion of the Geneva Divines, who deter min d, that 
in Caſe of Neceſity, the common Drink of the Country may 
be us'd inſtead of Mine at the Euchariſtical Solemnity, no 
better than an Hereſy But then, ſays he, we think Vater 
= EFEſfential alſo, and we don't find from any thing the Author 
3 of the VO NECESSITT bas prov'd from theſe Ha- 
| 7 ers, but they may perfedly agree with his Party in this 
pp 9 - oo 
Our, Queſtion is not whether Wine be Eſſential, 
but whether Water is eſſentially neceſſary to the Sa- 
crament : Could the one be fully prov'd, yet the other 
doth not follow. And for my own part, I can't think 
Wine ſo eflential to the Sacrament, as our Author pre- 
3 tends Water to be. For J believe, that the worthy 
Communicants are not depriv'd of the Benefit of 
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le) Ne forte dicatur ------- alium poſtea Vini Saporem quod 

in Sanguinis fui memoriam Conſecravit. Lib de Anima. Sedt. 17. 
() Non & Vinum a Peccatoribus operariis & calcatur, & pre- 
mitur, & fie inde Deo Sacrificium offertur. De Schiſn. Donat; 
Hb. 3. Sect 4. | { 
Neceſſity Page 77. 


CY. 
Chriſt's Paſſion, when through the Knavery of the 
Wine-Brewer, they don't receive one drop of true 
Wine at the ſacred Altar. This Caſe I am afraid fre- 
quently happens in Country Villages, and perhaps it 
is out of the Power of the main part of the Commu- 


nicants to prevent it. Shall we ſay then, That the 
good Chriſtian doth not ſpiritually drink the Blood of 

_ Chriſt at the Altar, becauſe through the baſeneſs of the 

Wine Seller, he receives no true Juice of the Grape 
into his Mouth? And yet this naturally follows 
our Author's Opinion ; That the Sacrament 1s invalid, 
when true Wine is not in the Cup : I readily grant, 


that the Holy Cup ought to have true Wine in it: 


Vinum de Vite But then I can't find, that the Effi- 
cacy and Virtue of the Sacrament depends ſo much 
upon it, as our Author ſuggeſts. Nor do I believe, 

that the well dispos'd Chriſtian receives one Jot leſs 

of ſpiritual Advantage, when by Accident he drinks 
brew d Wine at the Sacrament, than if he were to partake 
of the fineſt Juice of the moſt generous Grape. For it is 


unreaſonable to ſuppoſe, that our merciful and righteous 


Father will puniſh his faithful Children for that which 
is not their Fault. Were our Author's Notion true, the 
Welfare of Multitudes muſt lye at the Mercy of the De- 
vil's Agents, at leaſt the vaſt Advantages of the Chriſtian 
Sacrifice would entirely depend upon the nun. and 
ur 


Integrity of the Vintner ; and this is an 
I think, needs no Confutation. 


dity 


But to return to Tertullian and O : | 
Tertullian, it is pretty plain, he did not think Water 


any part of the proper Matter of the Cup; for writing 
againit ſome Hereticks and Philoſophers, who deni- 

ed the Fidelity of our Senſes, He tells us, that we 

_ ought not to call it into Queſtion, leaſt this bring 
us to doubt of Chriſtianity it ſelf, and leaſt it be 

. ſaid, that our Saviour neither ſaw, heard, touch'd, 


ſmelld, or taſted, really thoſe Things which the Scrip- 
tures report he did. His Argument runs thus, If we 


doubt that our Saviour had a real Taſte, &c. then 
perhaps it may be ſaid, that when our Saviour con» | 


ſecrated Wine in Remembrance of his Blood, it was 


not really Wine, but ſomething elſe that he taſted. 
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(29) 

Tertullian plainly intimates, that there was nothing 
but Wine which our Saviour inſtituted as the mat- 
ter of the Cup, and reckons it an abſurdity, to ſay, 
that what our Saviour conſecrated, had any other 
taſte than that of Wine. It it be ſaid, that tho 
Water might be mix'd with the Wine, yet nothing 
might be taſted but Wine, this will fully anſwer our 
Purpoſe ; becauſe if the Quantity of the Water is ſuch 
as will not alter the Taſte of the Wine, we muſt ſup- 
poſe it is loſt in the main Body of it, and to be- 


3 come one and the ſame Subſtance with it : So that 


what was Water before, by this Phyſical Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, is now properly Wine, and therefore not 
Z a diſtintt Matter of the Cup. As for Inſtance, when 
our Saviour turn'd the Water into Wine at the Nupti- 
al Feſtival in Cana of Gallilee (g) upon the miraculous 
Tranſubſtantiation, the Water ceas'd to be Water, 
and became really Wine, being found to be ſuch only 
by it's Vinous Taſte, and Quality, 
If it be ſaid, That this was a miraculous Change, 
whereas the other proceeds from a natural Cauſe ; 
this will not alter the Caſe ; for if the Water be 
changed into the Subſtance of Wine by any means 
whatever, it will ſerve our purpoſe ; which was only 
to prove, that Tertullian thought that what our Savi- 
our conſecrated, was no dinſtin& Matter from Wine. 
As for Optatus, He tells us plainly, that Wine is 
the Matter of the Sacrament. Inde Deo Sacrificium 
offertnr, If therefore Wine be ſufficient to repreſent 
the Blood of our Saviour which was pour'd out for 
us, which this Father plainly intimates, then I think 
it is clear enough, that this Father did not think 
Water was neceſſary. It is certain, That neither Ter- 
tullian, nor this Father in any of their Writings men- 
tion Water to be any part of the Matter that repreſents 
Chriſt's Blood; whereas they expreſly declare that 
Wine doth. 80 that it is pretty plain, that neither 
Tertullian nor Optatus agree with our Author's Party. 
But beſides theſe Authorities among many, we will 
produce a few more Fathers, who expreſly exclude Wa- 
1 : | | | | ter | 
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(e) John 2. 88 5 —— 
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4 ter as the matter which repreſenteth Chriſt's Blood. 
The firſt is St. Cyril of Feruſalem, who ſays : For as 
the Bread and Wine of the Euchariſt before the ſolemn In- 
vocation of the adorable Trinity was Bread and mere IV ine, 
ſo after the Invocation, the Bread becomes the Body, and 
the Wine the Blood of Chriſt. (b) And again, Un- 
der the Species of Bread a Body is given unto thee, and 
under the Species of Wine Blood is given to thee : Don't # 
therefore conſider them as common Bread and common Wine, 
Here the Father calls the matter of the Cup, mere 
Wine, % - ams, not Wine and Water; and tells us in 
plain Terms, that Chriſt's Blood is repreſented under 
the Species of Wine, and that after the Conſecration, 
we ought not to look upon it as common Wine; eve- 
ry one of which Expreſſions plainly exclude Water 
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tom being an eſſential part of the Sacrament. 
— S .t. Chryſoftom is likewiſe of the ſame Opinion; for | 


_ preaching againſt ſome Hereticks, he ſays ; That .when: © 
our Saviour to prove the certainty of bis Ræſurrection eats, 
and drank, be did not drink Water but Vine: He in- 
tended ſays the Father, to extirpate the peruicious Hereſy- 

_ of thoſe who uſe Water in their Myſteries, by ſbewing when: 
be deliver d the Sacrament, that be deliver d Wine, and 
_ when after bis Reſurrection, be ſpread a common Table with- 
ont the Myſteries, he made uſe of Vine; of the Fruit of the 
Vine ſays he, now the Vine produces Wine not Water. (i) I. 
ſuppoſe our Author won't deny, That the Fruit of the 
Vine is the only proper Matter of the Cup; and if 
it be ſo : It is plain, that this Father excludes 
Water as ſuch, for he tells us, That our Saviour meant 
by this Phraſe nothing elſe but Wine, and the reaſon 
he gives for it, is; becauſe the Vine doth not produce 
Water but Wine. V 


_— 


(b) "Qomp 78 u a;70- > L 1 Tis SU Di,. es Tis 41. S- 
cr TYS DESSWWIHTNS Piad &, df], wv ge- e, . 
vgs , 0 i ter Hom onua Nes, 6 5 3% O alc, E | 
Xeisg. Catecheſ. Myſtag, I. Se&. 4. E- Wu 58 dpre, didet ; 
o T0. 0H UE e TD oty HS 1 . EY is vhs 

ol To hes, Y e N Wi, 010TH 001 T0 . Mi 290 
$7 45 NN Te dyTw 9 Ted bp. Catech. Myſtag. 4. | 

CO) Ruvus 97 Y nile Te Wwoipte mare Nox, Upov ap e 

BR 6's as wels 2 N Samay maps]6.38]0, vw e- 
Len. ie T8 avril Or, ener, Ths Eris, 1d umaC 5 vor, & 
Ve 24/74. Homil. in Mat. 278. TOY 25 ad Tae 


. 

Ik it be ſaid, That the Synod of Trullo in theif De- 

cree againſt the Armenian: 05 have explain'd this 

Paſſage of the Father, and informed us; that it was 
levell d againſt the Hydroparaffate or Aquarian Here- 
ticks, and not againſt thoſe that mix the Cup : Becauſe 
they ſay, that this Father while he govern'd his 
Church, order'd ; that Water ſhould be mix'd with 

the Wine at the ſacred Solemnity. I anſwer, That 
theſe Fathers did not pretend to prove, That St. Chry- 
Mom thought Water the Matter of the Cup, but that 
he order'd it as a Rite that had a myſtical Significa- 
tion in it. It ſeems the Armemans cited St. Chryſoftom, 
for their Opinion of the unlawfulneſs of the Mixture, 
and here the Fathers tell them, that they miſtook St. 

_ Chryſoſtom's Deſign, becauſe he himſelf order'd his 
_ Clergy to mix the Cup. This Argument (ſuppoſing 
it true, that the Father did give this Direction) 
muſt be very good againſt the Armenians, who upon 
the Authority of St. Chryſoſtom, pretended to diſobey 
the Orders of that Church, which certainly had a 
Power to | impoſe an innocent Rite; but then it 
can have no Force againſt us who are Members of a a2 
Church, where this Rite is not by any Sanction. 
whatever enforc'd : Becauſe we don't refuſe the Mix- 
ture upon the ſame Pretences and Principles as the 
JJC 
The next Evidence which I ſhall produce, is Theodo- 
ret: Therefore be call d the Blood of the Grape the Blood | 

of our Saviour, if our Lord was call d the Vine: Now the m 
= Fruit of the Vine is calld Wine. (I) Here this Fa- 
ther tells us, that the Blood of the Grape which can 
be nothing but Wine, is the Matter that repreſents the 

Blood of our Saviour, and conſequently this Father 
_ excludes Water from being an eſſential part of the Sa- 
crament. To theſe Fathers I might add many more, 
who in plain Terms witneſs the ſame Thing; Whereas 
our Author and his Abettors are not able to 


— 
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produce one Father to the Contrary, Nay the Caſe 
ſeems ſo plain, that many Authors of Note in their 
Writings De Rebus Liturgicis, and upon the Euchariſt, 
take it for a conceded Point, that Wane is the only 
proper Matter of the Cup, and there is not, (I believe) 
one Author of any Credit in the learned World be- 
ſides the ingenious. Author of the Defence, who ever 
pretended to diſpute it. If therefore Water be no part 
of that Matter whereby Chriſt deſign'd to repreſent 
| his Blood, then it is plain, that it can be no more 
than a Circumſtantial Rite; or as the Schook-men ſay, 
an adjunct; And conſequently not eſſentially neceſſary 
to the Validity and 1 of the Euchariſl. This the 
Author of the No Nececeſuy further prov'd from the va- 
rious Reaſons which were given in different Placesand 
Times, for the uſe of Water in the Euchariſtick Cup : 


Some usd the Mixture to repreſent the Water and 


Blood that flow'd from our Saviour's Side, Others to 
fſhew the Union of Chriſt and his Church; Several 
us'd Water to ſignify the People, Others becauſe the 
Mixture was more pleaſant and agreeable to their Na- 
ture, and therefore fitter to repreſent this ſpiritual. 
Drink; Some us'd to mix the Cup, after Conſecration 
with warm Water, to ſignify the deſcent of the Holy 
Ghoſt upon the Church, Others again did the ſame, to 
repreſent Myſteries of a quite different Nature; (n) 
and in ſhort there was one Reaſon for the Mixture 
which prevail'd a long Time, and that was to ſignify 
the two Nature's of Chriſt. Now it is certain, that 


our Saviour at his Inſtitution, did not oblige us to 


make any of theſe myſtical Significations, and conſe- 
quently they are no more than voluntaries, and the Rea- 
ſons which ſupported them, cannot have the force of 
a Law upon the Church of England, who acts by Virtue 
of her 4v7oxigaaue upon her own Members, and not un- 
der the Juriſdiction, or upon the reaſons of any of theſe 
Churches. i e , A 432 
Our Author is pleas'd to ſay, That the Uni formity and 
nxxinterrupted Continuance of the Prafice (of mixing the 
3 ee en Water 
n) Vide Nicolai Cabaſiæ Liturg. E Cat. 37. 38. & Ger- 
* in Theoria rerum Ecclefiaſtic, OO JO os 
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Water) amid the various Reaſons that were afign'd of 
the Myſtery rather prove the contrary, and ſhew us tbe neceſi- 
ty of the Mixture. Their Agreement in the uſe of the mixt 
Cup, and their Reaſons bow different ſoever from one ano- 
| ther, do both of them point out to us the Eſſentiality of the 
Prafice. (u) TEE fy 4 5 


Niere 1 muſt tell our Author, that he begs the Que- 
ſtion which will by no means be granted him; and I 
am pretty ſure, neither he nor his Abbettors will ever 
be able to prove, that Water was the conſtant and un- 


interrupted Practice of the Church. For till many 
Tears after the firſt Century, we have no certain In- 


formation from any one that it was ever us d, and but 
very few Fathers of the ſecond and third Century take 
any manner of Notice of it: For ought we know, it 
might be us'd in one Church, and not thought of in 
another, and it might be the Uſage of this Century, 


and not regarded in the next, even in the ſame 
Country. It is poſſible it might be us'd in Fuffin Mar- 
tyr's Time about Paleſtine, and not in ſeveral other 


Tlaces. It might be us d by the Africans when St. Cyprian = 


flouriſh'd, and not at all regarded in Tertullaus Time. 


It is certain we have no Evidence to the contrary, 
nor any Authorities to prove it an uniform and unin- 


terrupted Practice: If therefore we have no Authors 
who teſtify this to be matter of Fact, I ſhall beg leave 
to tell this Writer, it is not very reaſonable to expect 
that we ſhould concede this Point, 1 
Tho' after all, ſhould we for Argument ſake put the 


Caſe, that it was the univerſal and conſtant Practice 

of the Church, yet without it can be prov'd to be 

commanded by our Saviour, it will not appear to be 

more neceſſary, and eſſential than the Oſculum Sanctum, 

the Uſe of Hicenſe, and Aqua Benedicta, and ſeveral 

other Rites which have been as univerſally and con- 
ſtantly practic'd, and as much enjoin'd as the Mix- 


ture of Water in the Euchariſtick Cup. 


_ Author ſays, that the various Reaſons aſlign'd 
for the Mixture, thew the Neceſſity of it, and point 


 _ out the Eſſentiality of * Practice; but he is 5 
Pet,” C „„ 


(n) Neceſſity Pag. 77. 
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Þ kind as to tell us how they do it. For my own 
part, I think the Variety of the Reaſons aſlign'd for 
the Mixture, is a very ſtrong Argument againſt his 
Cauſe, without he can prove, that it is Eſſential to 
the Sacrament, to make uſe of all thoſe myſtical Sig- 
nifications which were aſſign'd as the Reaſons of the 
Mixture. F353 NO ot eds: 
One Church aſlign'd as a Reaſon for it ſuch a My- 
ſtery, Another in a different Age, a Myſtery 7 a 
quite different Signification : So that the Reaſon 
which induc'd One Church and Age to mix the Cup, 
was no Reaſon in Others, who built their Practice 
upon quite different myſtical Significations. 
But our Antagoniſt ſays, How doth the Author of 
the NO NECESSITY know, but they agreed alſo 
in their Reaſons for this Uſage. By the Rules of Diſ- 
putation, He ought to prove there was ſuch an Agree- 
ment; for till there is Evidence brought to prove a 
Matter of Fact, We fairly conclude that there was 
no ſuch Thing done. And could our Author have 
prov'd ſuch an Agreement, He needed not to have 
a ask'd for a Proof, that there was no ſuch Thing. Ho ]- 
ever to pleaſe this froward Gentleman, We will ſhew, 
that it was impoſſible there ſhould be ſuch an Agree- 
ment in the Reaſons for the Mixture: Becauſe the Rea- 
ſons aſſign'd for it were forg'd in different Ages, as 
well as diſtant Places. One Age aſſign'd ſuch a My- 
ſtery as the Reaſon of their Uſage, the next Age pro- 
duces a new Myſtery, which was not thought of be- 
fore, and conſequently could not be agreed to, as the 
Reaſon of their Uſage of it. And for a long time 
there was no Church, as we know of, that regarded any 
of theſe Myſtical Significations : All which is a plain 
Proof, that the Mixture of Water was no more than a 
voluntary Rite, and not the proper Matter of the Sacra- 
ment. But it ſeems this Author thinks, This Argument will 
as well conclude againſt the Wine as the Water; for the Wine 
is made by one Church, to Hui the Divine Nature of Chriſt, 
by Anotber the Blood, or Human Nature; which Variety of 
| Reaſon according to this Writer's way of arguing (o) 
ä RM (meaning 


» 
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dence, that they did not think the Wine Eſſential. 


With this Writer's leave, I think there is a vaſt 


difference in the Caſe ; for there is no Church which 
ever made Wine to ſignify the Divine Nature of 


_ Chriſt, which did not at the ſame Time intend to 

repreſent his Blood or Human Nature, nor indeed did 
the Church ever make Wine to ſignify either. For it 
was our Saviour that e 
ſent himſelf under the Symbols of Bread and Wine. 

This Myſterious Repreſentation, is not a Voluntary 

of the Church; We don't make uſe of Wine, to ſigni- 
ly the Blood of Chriſt upon her Authority, but upon 
the politive Command of Chriſt, who faid ; THIS 18 
MY BLOOD: Whereas, on the other Hand, the 
Myſteries which were ſignified by the Vater, were 
not ſtamp'd with the ſame Authority, they were not 


S Church to repre- 


ſo much as heard of, till many Years after the Apo- 
ſtolical Age, their Being depended upon the Pleaſure 
of the ſeveral Churches that form'd them; the Sacra- 


ment is effeCtual to all the Purpoſes, our Saviour de- 
ſign'd it without them. And to make it a Parallel 
_ Caſe, we muſt ſuppoſe a Body of Chriſtians, who 
make uſe of Wine for no other Reaſon, than to ſignify 
ſome Myſteries not commanded by Chriſt, nor ſtamp'd. 
with any better Authority, than thoſe ſignified by 


the Water, and if he can produce ſuch a Caſe, then 


it will appear evident, that ſuch Perſons do not 
think the Wine eſſential. For if the Myſteries which 


they make the only Reaſon of their uſing Wine, be 


not Eſſential, conſequently they can't think the 


Wine ſo. 


Thus we may plainly fee, that the various Reaſons 
which ſupported the Practice of the Mixture, are a 
plain Proof that it is not Eſſential to the Sacrament, 


nor the Command of Chriſt, but a mere Humane In- 
ſtitution, and conſequently alterable at the Pleaſure 
JJ et 
Our z Author is here pinch'd fo cloſe, that he is 


forc'd to leave the Argument, and betake himſelf to 
his old Method of ſhuffling. He cant pretend to 


prove that the Myſteries 


which ſupported the Uſe 
23 


(meaning the Author of the No Neceſſity) is a plain Evi- 
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of Water were Eſſential to the Sacrament, and there- 
fore he ſays. ** However, whether any or all of the 
different Churches were miſtaken in the Signifi- 
cation of the Myſtery or not, We have no Reaſon 
* to ſuppoſe them miſtaken in the Fact; Vix. That 
< the Mixture was our Lord's Inftitution” . 
Our Diſpute is not, whether theſe. Churches were 
miſtaken in their Significations of the Myſtery, nor 
whether they had a right to inſtitute theſe Myſtical 


Significations. They might be very uſeful means of 


Inſtruction to thoſe illiterate Ages who had not the 


Advantage of printed Books, nor ſeveral other Helps | 


Which we have now-a-days : But our Argument is, 
that theſe Myſteries were the only Reaſon which was 
given for the uſe of Water; theſe were the only Sup- 


port of the Practice in moſt Churches; and the My- 


ſteries not being Eſſential and Neceſſary, it is a plain 


Proof, that thoſe who built this Cuſtom upon them, 


did rot think it neceſſary, or the Inſtitution of our 
Saviour. Ihe Merits of the Cauſe depend upon this 
Queſtion: Whether Water is Part of that Matter which 
onr Saviour inſtituted as the Repreſentative of his 


Blood? On our Parts we have prov'd it a common 


Opinion of the Fathers, that Wine alone was the 
proper Matter of the Cup, and that the Reaſons 
which were given for the uſe of Water, demonſtrate, 
that it was not thought Eſſential. Whereas on the 
other Hand, there has not been one Evidence of any 
Authority in the Church produc'd, which proves 
Water to be any more than a Rite, that depends upon 
the Pleaſure of the Churches that uſe it. For the 
firſt three Centuries, we can find no more than four 
Authors who can be pretended to mention the Practice, 


conſequently we can have no Evidence that | 


it was the conſtant and uninterrupted Uſage of 
the Church. Fuflin Martyr, who liv'd in the Second 
Century, is the Firſt that gives any Account of it; 
and he barely relates it as the Practice of the Church 
in thoſe Parts, without giving us the leaſt Intimation 
that it was the Inſtitution of our Saviour: Nay, we 
may fairly conclude, from ſeveral Paſſages of this 
Father's Works, that he thought Wine 8 
Te Matter 


( 37 ) 

Matter that repreſented Chriſt's Blood. For explaining 
that Paſſage in Geneſis 49. v. 11. He ſhall waſh his 
Garments in Wine, and his Cloaths in the Blood of the 


Grape, He tells us; That hereby is ſignified, that thoſe 


that believe in Chriſt ſhould be waſhed in bis Blood. For 


the Holy Spirit, by Chriſt's Garments ſignified the People, 
who ſhould receive Remiſſion of their Sins by him, And 


by the Blood of the Grape, was ſignified the Blood of 


Chriſt (Pp) 5 


As for Irenews, He hath not ſaid one Word of 


Vater being mix d with Vine in the ſacred Cup. 
Aſixtus Calix, Mixtura, and ſuch like Expreſſions, don't 


ſignify the Mixture of Wine and Water, but any Li- 


quor pour d into the Cup. However ſhould we grant, 


that he intended a Mixture of Vater and Vine by 


theſe Phraſes, yet it will do our Antagoniſt's Cauſe 


no Service, without he can bring ſome Proof, that he 


thought Water one part of the Matter of the Eucha- 
riltick Cup. For we don't deny the Vine when mixt, 
upon a due Conſecration, to be the Repreſentative 
Blood of Chriſt, and this is all that the Citation 
from this Father proves, ſhould we admit our Au- 
thor's Conſtructions to be Jul =» 
As for Clemens Alexandrinus, He is ſo far from being 
favourable to our Author's Opinion, That he in plain 
Terms contradicts it: For he tells us, That the Blood 
of Chriſt, is (repreſented by) the Blood of the Grape, 


and that the Matter which he Conſecrated was Wine, and 
that the Scripture ſays, that WINE was the myſtical Sign 


or Repreſentation of his Blood. All which plainly de- 
monſtrate, that the dark Paſſages which our Author 


has cited from this Father, is nothing to his Purpoſe. 
And laſtly, St. Cyprian who is the only Author we 
know of for three hundred Years, that reconunends 
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can't be Eſlential. „ „ 
I ſhall offer one Argument more, which I think 
| ſufficient of it ſelf to prove, that Wine was eſteem'd 
by the Church, the only proper Matter of the Cup. 
What our Saviour inſtituted, he call'd the Fruit of the 
Vine. Now if it can be prov'd, that the Fruit of the 
Vine was commonly underſtood to ſignify no more than 
Mine, then it will appear that Wine only was thought 
the Matter of the (up. 1 


(38) 


the Uſage by any Argument, He clearly anſwers the 


Queſtion in Diſpute, for he poſitively aſſerts, in ſo 


many Terms, that the Blood of Chriſt is not Water 
but Wine. e 


And this is all that we need to contend for, in the 
Defence of the Church of England : For if Water is 


notany part of the Matter that repreſents Chriſt's 


Blood, it can be no more than a circumſtantial Rite or 
Cuſtom, and conſequently not Eſſential to the Sacra- 
ment. We grant, that he warmly pleads for the U- 
ſage, becauſe it contain'd ſome myſtical Significations, 
but then it the Obſervation of theſe Myſteries are not 


neceſſary, (which our Author is pleas'd to grant,) 
it is plain, that the Water, which was infiſted on, for 


no other Purpoſe than to keep up theſe Myſteries, 


Clemens Alexandrinus proving againſt the Encratites, 
that our Saviour drank Wine gives ſeveral Inſtances 
of it; and one Inſtance was this: Our Saviour ſhew'd 
that what was CONSECRATED WAS WINE, ſaying 


to bis Diſciples, I WON'T DRINK OF THE FRUIT 
OF THIS WINE, until I drink it with you in my 
Father's Kingdom (q). Here the Father interprets the 
Fruit of the Vine, and makes it an Argument, ro prove 


that the Matter of the Euchariſtick Cup, a ends = 
WT TM. e 8 
St. Chryſaſtom is home to our Purpoſe ; our Saviour 


us'd Wine, of the Fruit of the F ine, ſaid he: Now the 
| Fine produces Mine not Water (r). Here : the Father 


plainly 


— 


(9) ON 5 911Gr d evary nt, A ifs dN xs 1859 Aa- 
dum A:30* Oy u ms KH 4 Wwvi”uc]l Q & (4TTEAY TUAW TS, &c. 
Pædagog. Lib. II. P. 158. ; 

(r) O96 ein, <1 TY Yervinuel O, 217, Tits 4 πνννν U- | 
XO }) Sue, 8; yep Jiyva. Homil. in Mat. 26. 
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plainly intimates that the Fruit of the Vine; ſignifies 

Wine, not Wine and Water. J 55 
Theodoret tells us in ſo many Words, that the Fruit 

of the Vine, is call d Wine (1). To theſe I might add 

many more Fathers, from whoſe Writings 'we might 


fairly conclude, that they did not think the Fruit of 
the Vine ſignified any thing more than Wine, Where- 
as our Author and his Abettors are not able to produce 
one Inſtance, wbere a Father ſays, that the Fruit of 


the Vine ſignifies Wine and Water, The only Evidence 


which is brought to prove, that Vine when mingled 
with Mater is call'd the Fruit of the Vine is the Jewiſh 


Talmud, a Book compos d long after our Saviour's 
Time, unknown by moſt of the Fathers, and ſtuff'd 
with a world of Impertinencies and Falſities. We 


need not concern our ſelves, whether the Jews might 
pertinently call mingled Vine the Fruit of the Vine, 
and therefore I ſhall paſs by the trifling Vindication 

of the Talmudical Diſtinction of the Fruit of the Vine 


and the Fruit of the Tree. For the Jewiſh Talmud calling 


Wine with Water the Fruit of the Vine, is no Proof, 


that our Saviour meant ſo by this Phraſe. And all 


that can be pretended to be prov d from hence is, that 
the Jews at the Time of compoſing the Talmud meant 


ſo much. But it no ways proves, that the Jews in our 
Saviour's Time, call'd Vine and Water the Fruit of the 
Vine. This is what ſhould be prov'd to make it pro- 


bable, that our Saviour deſign'd the Mixture by this 
Phraſe ; for it may be that the Jews might take up 


this way of ſpeaking long after the Death of our 


Saviour and his Apoſtles. Belides we are to conſider, 
that few of the Fathers were accquainted with the 
Cuſtom and Phraſeology of the Jews, molt of them 
were Converts from Gentiliſme, and conſequently 


Strangers to the Jewiſh Uſages ; and every one of 
them cited for the Mixture, made uſe of the Greek 


_ Verſion; which plainly ſhews that they were not well 
Skill'd in the Hebrew Language: So that ſhould we 


ſuppoſe, that the Jews before the Compoſing of the Tal- 


mud, did ſignify Wine mingled with Water by the Fr 7 5 


. 3333 „ 9 


£ — — 
= - M_— =. 


D ee * 


IE — — 


ne ran — 


„ 


. yoo. 


E 
— LY 1 
- 922 pew — "BBs. 4”; 


P OO Tre "2 2% 
2 — —— — — 1 — — 


_— Pa e — 
— x 5 —  : 


ro let 5 REAC We 
x — — ” " — 2 — 


at oi e 
— — — — — line. 8 
” = 3 ee 
7 L 


_ 2 ˙ 


Dna ” 1 Wb} 
8 

ru _—_ — 
TY — 


(409 
of the Vine, yet ſince theſe Fathers were unaccquain- 
ted with their Language, it is plain they did not 
underſtand it fo, becauſe the genuine and obvious 
Meaning of the Fruit of the Vine can be nothing 
3 e N 
In ſhort, if the Fruit of the Vine is the proper Matter 
of the Cup, and the Father's did mean no more by this 
Phraſe than Vine, then I think it plainly appears that 
they did not think Water Eſſential to the Sacrament, 
but a mere voluntary Uſage or indifferent Rite. 
The Reverend and Learned Mr. Collier tells us 
from Platma ; That Pope Alexander who inſti- 
** ruted Holy Water, was the Perſon who inſtituted 
(that Water ſhould be mingled with Wine, to ſig- 
* nifty the Union of Chriſt and his Church (t). 
The Words of Flatina, from whom that great Author 
gives us this Account, runs thus. © He alſo order'd 
Water to be mix'd with the Wine, at the Conſe- 
© cration of the Body and Blood of Jeſus Chriſt ; by 
* which is ſignified the Union of Chriſt and the 
Church: He alſo order'd, that the Oblation ſhould 
© le made of unleaven'd Bread, and not of leaven'd 
„ Bread, as he commanded before (u). 
Sigebert in his Chronicon (w), likewiſe informs us; 
* That Pope Alexander, who appointed Water to be 
I bleſs'd and ſprinkled, and Oyl to be bleſs d Annu- 
« ally Cc. was the Perſon, who inſtituted Water to 
„ be mix'd with Wine at the Sacrament. REY 
Gratian: (x), Martin Polonus ()), and Barlaam (z) 
Hkewife tells us, © That this Pope was the firſt, 
that inſtituted Water to be mix'd with Wine, 
In ſhort, it plainly appears from all Quarters, 


ow 


that Water was not the proper Matter of the Eu- 


chariſtick Cup, but a voluntary Uſage or Rite inſti- 
tuted by humane Authority, and conſequently = 
VVV ought 


(t) See AH'exander 1. in Collier's Dictionary. 
(«) Voluit quoque aquam admiſceri Vino in Conſecratione Cor- 
pot is & Sanguinis Jeſu Chriſti; quo ſignificatur Chriſtum Eccles 
n conjuntium eſie, c. Platina de Vit, Pontif. 8 
(w) Apud Bibhiothec. Patrum, | 
*) Decret. pars 3 Diſtinſt. 2. 
y Chronicon ad Annum 132. 
) Epiſtolz de Unione utriuſque Eceleſiæ. 
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ought to be reckon'd inter aA among the things 


that are indifferent. 


The next Point in Diſpute, is the Neceſſity of 


Prayers for the Dead, at the Euchariſtick Service. 


he firſt Evidence cited for the Antiquity of this 


25 85 is Tertullian, the Paſſage is this: Oblationes pro de- 
functis, pro Natalitiis annuo die facimus: Which has 
been worn thread-bare by the Papiſts, in Defence of 
Maſles for the Dead. And were the Tranſlation of 
the Author of the Reaſons juſt, it would be a ſtrong 
Proof, that Tertullian did intend nothing leſs than 
Maſſes for the Dead: For he conſtrues the Words, 


thus ; They mention'd the Names of the Deceaſed in the 


Prayers of the Eucbariſtick Sacrifice. The Tranſlation 


indeed, doth ſcarce anſwer ſo much as in one Word to 
the Original, but it anſwers all the Intents and Pur- 
| ay; of the Maſs-mongers. For what elſe is meant 


by ſaying Maſles for the Dead, but mentioning the 
Names of the Deceaſed in the Euchariſtick Sacrifice? 


What elſe do the Romaniſis mean by the Word Maſs, 
than the Euchariſtick Sacrifice? Nay, are not the Ca- 


non of the Maſs, and the Communion Service Syno- 


nimous Terms? The Author of the No Neceſſity 
therefore prov'd, that Tertullian did not in this Paſlage 

favour the ſaying of Maſſes for the Dead, or which 
is all one, the mentioning the Names of the Deceas d in 


the Euchariſtick Sacrifice. For the genuine Tranſlation 
of, Oblationes pro defunctis facimus, runs thus; We make 


Offerings for the Deceaſed: Tis probable, that theſe 


Offerings, were Gifts or Legacies given to the Church 


or Poor, and it may be the very ſaine, as the Deceaſed _ 
usd to give upon the Anniverſary of their Birth. 


For it was cuſtomary among the Ancients to make 


Preſents on their Birth-day ; and Tertullian ſeems to in- 
timate, that the Chriſtians Annually made pious or 
charitable Gifts upon the Anniverſary of their Death, in 


the room of thoſe that were given upon the Anniver- 
tary of their Birth. Can our Author deny, that pro 
| Natalitiis, may be conſtrued in the Room of Birth- 


Day Preſents (a) ? Is it unuſual, or only a Modern 


Practice 


Pe 


(a) Dat Natal ta in Hortis. Cicero. 
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0) Feceſſiy, p. 85. 


(42) 

practice to make r and charitable diſtributions 
ary of our Death. For any thing 

our Author can ſay againſt it, the Loaves c. d iſtri- 


buted by the Church Wardens of moſt Pariſhes, fully 


anſwer the Oblations which Tertullian ſays, were made 
by the Chriſtians in his Time for the Dead. This 
Writer indeed tells us, that this Conſtruction has not tbe 
| leaſt countenance from any Eccleſiaſtical Writer, and that 


it is contrary to the plain Language of the ancient Church, 


for Oblatio, Deprecatio & Sacrificium are ſynonimous 
Terms (b). But here he only beteays his Ignorance, 
and ſhews, that he is not acquainted with Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Writers: For tho Oblatio-has been ſometimes ug'd, 
pro Aſiſſi, or Sacrifcio, yet Oblationes very rarely ſig- 
nify any thing elſe, than the Offerings which were 
made for the Service of theClergy, or Poor. St. Paul 
_ uſes the Phraſe of Tertullian in this very Senſe: 1 
came to bring my Alms to my Nation, and Obla- 
tions (c). In the Original it is, I came to make 


Oblations : I hope our Author won't ſay that thefe ; 
Oblations ſignify Deprecationes & Sacrificia, Depreca- 
tions and Sacrifices. A moderate Share of Knowledge 


in the ancient Oeconomy of the Church, will furniſh 
him with inumerable Inſtances of the Offerings made 
by the Faithful, for the Support of the Church and 
Poor. The ancient Office of the Oblatorij was to col- 


lect theſe Oblations; and that early Office of the 


Oeconomi, or Church Stewards, was erected to take 
care of them (d). In thoſe Times the Offerings 


of the Faithful were the only Support of the 


Church and Poor ; they had not thoſe kind Proviſions 


then for their Maintenance, as the later Ages have af- 
b VVV | | 1 forded 2 
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(4) Ver ſabatur circa fidelium Oblationes Eceleſiæ factas, & bona 
ejus remporalia, Motinus de Sacris Ordinat. pars 3. Exerc, 16. 
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forded ; and therefore we have frequent Mention, in 


the ancient Canons, of the Oblations of Fruits, Milk, 


Honey, Cc. for the Service of the Clergy ; and tho' 
the Reaſon of the thing has diſcontinued this Cuſtom, 

et moſt Churches keep up the Practice of offering 
| Ra upon ſeveral Occaſions. 5 
Our Author (e) pretends to tell us, that Tertullian 
bas elſewhere explain d his Meaning of Oblatio pro de- 


f;unctis; and that he ſpeaks clearly of the Prieſts of- 
fering Sacrifices for the Dead. For my own Part, I 
muſt confeſs I can't ſee any thing like it, unleſs Lay- b 


men, and Women are Prieſts. For theſe are the only 


Perſons which Tertullian ſuppoſes to make Oblations 
for the Dead. Tertullian exhorts his Lay-Friend to 


Chaſtity, and inveighs againſt ſecond Marriages as 


unlawful and adulterous (an Error, by the way, which 
be ſuck'd from the Montaniſts.) One Argument to 


eſtabliſh this Error, is the Paſſage quoted by this 


Writer, which being fairly tranſlated, runs thus: 
For you can't hate your former Wife for whom you re- 
ſerve a more Religious Affection, as being now re- 
cieivꝰ'd with the Lord: For whoſe Spirit you pray, fir 
whom you GIVE ANNUAL OFFERINGS. 
mill you therefore fand before the Lord with as many Wives 

as you commemorate in Prayer * And will you offer 
for Twa (F)? Thus far we are ſecure, that Tertullian 


doth not ſpeak of offering Sacrifices for the Dead: For 
Annuas Oblationes reddis; thou giveſt Annual Offerings, is 
ſpoken to the Perſon of a Layman. Now I hope our 


Author won't ſay that a Layman may conſecrate, or 
offer the Euchariſtick Sacrifice. *Tis the Husband 
that prays for the Wife, and not the Prieſt ; and Iain 
apt to think a Lay-Husband was not permitted 3 5 


— — —— — — | —— ee 
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(e) Neceſſity, p.86. 2 55 
) Neque enim Priſtinam poteris odifle, cui etiam religioſio 
rem reſervas affectionem, ut Jam receptæ apud Dominum, pro 


cujus Spiritu poſtulas, pro qua oblationes annuas reddis, & com- 


mendabis illas duas per Sacerdotem de Monogamii ordinatum ? 
Aut etiam de Virginitate ſancitum, circundatum Virginibus ac 
Vniyiris ? De Exhort ad Caſtitat. C. 11. . 


4 
N 


es - * 8 
—_— CO 
— . — tn eo — - 


„ 


. ˙ —a-—ęͤ . ——— 


. ITS 2 YH PR. ET —— — —— —— ** A 


— deaf — Do 
p _ 


„„ 
theſe Prayers publickly in the Church. And elſe- 
where Tertullian ſpeaks of the Wife's praying for her 
Husband's Soul, and making Annually Offerings 
upon the Day of his Death (g); but I don't find the 
leaſt mention of the Prieft's offering Sacrifices for the 


Dead in any Part of his Writings. And if this be 
rhe Caſe, I think it is plain, that there is nothing in 


the forecited Paſſage, which makes againſt our Inter- 
pretation of Oblationes facimus. 5 CY 


However, if this won't do, our Author thinks he 


has another Paſſage that effectually ſerves his purpoſe, 
and proves that the Commemoranon and Oblation was 
made by the Prieſt ; Et Commendabis illas duas per Sa- 


cerdotem, Had our Author given us the whole Sen- 


tence, and turn'd it into Engliſß, I am apt to think he 


would have found few of his Opinion. For wilt thou 
commend thoſe two (Wives ) don't ſignifie, wilt thou 
procure a Prieſt to offer Sacrifice for them. It is 


more probable that it relates to a Panegyrical Oration, 
| ſpoken by the Prieſt, ſomething like our Funeral Ser- 
mons, where the Virtues of the Deceas'd are uſually 


diſplay'd to the beſt Advantage; and that this is not a 
groundleſs Conjecture will appear to any one who con- 
ſiders the whole Sentence, Et commendabis illas duas per 
Sacerdotem de Monogamid ordinatum, aut etiam de Virgi- 


nitate Sancitum, cirtundatum Virginibis ac Univirſis. Wilt 


thou commend theſe two by a Prieſt, who at his Or- 


dination was a Monogamiſt, or a profeſt Virgin, 


whoſe Congregation conſiſts of Virgins, or Women 
that have but one Husband. The other Readings 
which we meet with in moſt Editions, before this of 
Regaltins, ſeem to confirm our Opinion; for they ſeem 
to refer to a Montaniſtical Order or. Cuſtom, for the 


Prieſt's making an Encomium upon Monogamy. 


But after all, ſuppoſing that Tertullian really meant 


by Oblationes, what this Writer ſays, (viz.) A recom- 
mending of the deceaſed in the Euchariſtical Service, 
and this is all that the Papiſts mean by ſayingM ASS. 


tor the Dead ; yet it doth not appear, that he 
ER NB oo dg Dong 
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(2) Vid, Lib, de Monagamis, C. 10 & II. 


(45) 


thous ht this Practice more neceſſary than the Trine 
— in Baptiſm, the taking of Milk and Honey 


after it, and ſeveral other uſeleſs Cuitoms that ſtand 


upon the ſame foot. 

This our Author ſays, is more than the Author of 
the No Neceſſity bas attempted to prove (b). Here I ſhall 
only ask this Writer, How it can appear, that Jer- 
tullian thought ſo, unleſs he had convey'd theſe Thoughts 


us by his Writings. And he would do well to thew 


us in what parts of of his Works it appears he did 
think ſo. What ever Tertullian meant by Oblationes pro 


Diefunctis, it is evident that he puts the Practice upon a 


Level with many other unneceſſary U ſages, he recom- 
mends one Cuſtom no more than another; nay, he tells 
us, That all theſe Cuſtoms relate to the Diſcipline of 


the Church, and and | upon the fare Authority „ 
Jon (ſays he) enquire for a Law in Seri + wk} or N theſe : 


and other po of Diſci ge of the ſame Nature, you will 
| find none for them. The Authority pretended for them is 
Tradition, Cuſtom is pleaded for confirming them, and the 


_ Credit of our Anceſtors 16 the reaſon of our obſerving 


them (i). 


However, if Tertalian ck not ſay, that the recom- 


mending the Dead in the Euchariſtick Service 1s more 
neceſſary than the Trine Immerſion, &'c. yer this Wri- 


ter pretends he can eaſily demonſtrate that he thought 


fo: For. the Trine Immerſion is nothing but a Ceremony at- 
tending the Adminiſtration of Baptiſm ; but the Offering 
| for the Dead is an At of Charity and Chondiindor, of the 
Subſtance of Religion, and eſſential to the Euchariflical Aa- 


miniſtration. 
This Writer has already told us, That this is the 


Senſe of his own Party: And indeed they have no 

other Pretence for their Schiſm. But where has Ter- 

tullian aid any thing like it? In what part © ts : 
or 8 


a (h) Neceſſity Page 89. 
00 Harum & aliarum cjuſmodi Difciptitzram, fi legem 3 


ripturarum nullam invenies, Traditio tibi pratendetur auctrix, 


bore confirmatrix, & fides obſer yatrix. De Coron. Ailit. 
Cap. 5. Seel. 4. 
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(46) 

Works can we find any Paſſage that gives Countenance 
to this Opinion? I am ſatisfied he may as ſoon prove it 
from Tally, as from Tertullian. *Tis granted, that when 
Tertullian deſerted the Church, he countenances Pray- 
ers for the Dead (&): But then the matter of theſe 
Prayers, I believe, is agreeable to the Sentiments of 


few, if any, of our Author's Party. They were not 


the Publick Prayers of the Church ſaid by the Prieſt, 
but private Petitions as has been already prov'd ; and 
this our Author and his Adherents may do, tho' the 


matter of them ſhould be never ſo whymſical: For 


no: body, as I know of, will call them to an account 
for what they do quietly in their Cloſets — 
Againſt the Teſtimony of St. Cyprian this Writer 


ſays, The Author of the No Neceſſity has nothing ta 


object, but only that he did not think it abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary to pray for the Dead at the Euchariſtick Sacri- 
| fice. How? Nothing to object againſt this Father's 
Teſtimony for our Author's Sentiments, when he 


himſelf (T) takes notice of the Objection made by the | 


Author of the No Neceſity (m), and ſcribbles ſome 
Pages to no purpoſe againit it. The Caſe is plain- 

: Pl denied by that Author, and he only ſays, Suppo- 
ſing that St. Cyprian really meant that the Soul of Victor 


ſhould not be pray d for at the Holy Altar, yet this 


Vould not make it appear that he thought it abſo- 
lutely neceſſary always to pray for the Dead, at the 
Euchariſtick Sacrifice. Our Author, in anſwer to 
this, tells us, That this Father's Practice ſhews bis Opi- 
uion of the Neceſſity of it. This Argument was obviated 
by the Author of No Neceſity For, ſays he, granting 
it (for Argument ſake) the Cuſtom of that Time, yet 
without it can be prov'd that St. Cyprian thought - 

N e 95 W 
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1 08] Exhort. ad Caſtitat. Cap. 11. Lib. de Anima, Cap. 58. Lih, 


de Monogamii, Cap. 10. & 11, All which Books were written 4 


upon Mont aniftical Principles. 
(7) Neceſſity, Pag. 94. 
(m) No Neceſſity, Pag. 29. 


(47) 

the Cuſtoms that were us'd in the African Church were 
indiſpenſably neceſſary to all other Churches after- 
wards, his. Practice won't come up to the 2 
Here our Author replies, by all the African Cuſtoms 2 
I there no differenee (ſays he) between a Ceremony and the 
Subftance of Religion? Betweeen a Diſciplinary Provijfion, 


and a conſtituent part of the Chriſtian Religion. Yes cer- 
tainly, there is a wide Difference between them ; but 


where has St. Cyprian told us, that the Euchariſtical 
Offerings for the Dead are the Subſtance of Religion, 


and a conſtituent part of Chriſtianity ? Has this Wri- 
ter or any other Author before him pretended to quote 
any Paſſage out of this Father that rends to this pur- 


poſe. 


The Author of the No Neceſſity, to drive on the Ar- 
gument further, ſays, Suppoling St. Cyprian did think 
it neceſſary to pray for the Dead at the Euchariſtick 
rove it to be ſo. Here 
eſlimony of a Father of the = 
Reputation and Antiquity of St. Cyprian ſhould not be 
thought a ſufficient Proof that this Practice was neceſſary, 

If this Argument will hold, then I think it will prove 


Sacrifice, yet this doth not p 
this Writer wonders that the 


that St. Cyprian and all the ancient and famous Fa- 
thers were infallible, a Notion too abſurd to need any 


Confutation. However, here is a Reaſon given by 
this Writer, why he muſt be infallible in this point; 
| becauſe the Martyr himſelf flouriſh'd within an hundred 
and fifty Tears of the time of St. John; and yet he appeals 


to a Decree of his Anceſtors, which excludes all ſuch as 
ſhould nominate Clergy-men for their Executors, from the 

JJ P onion ni 
Well, granting the new Birth of this Martyr to be 
within an hundred and fifty Years of St. Johns Death; 
yet what doth this wonderful Diſcovery make to his 


Purpoſe? For doth he appeal to any pretended Tradi- 


tion from St. John relating to this matter? Doth he 
any ways inſinuate that this Diſciple was of Opinion, 


that whoever appointed a Clergy-man an Executor, 


ſhould not be 5 5 for at the Altar? What is this but 


to caſt a Miſt before the Eyes of the leſs underſtanding 
Reader? And again, Doth St. Cyprian appeal i the 
ra Res — — ==——_—_—_—_ 


C48) : 
Decree of his Anceſtors, for the NECESSITY .of offer- 
ring Sacrifices for the Dead? I thought the Decree 
was made againſt making a Clergy-man Executor, 
which is only a matter of DISCIPLINE, and widely 
different from a CONCILIARY DECLARATION, 
That offering Sacrifices for the Dead is an Article of Faith, 
and an eſſential and neceſſary part of Chriſtianity. All this 
Writer and his Aſſiſtants can prove, is, that St. G- 
prian flouriſh'd Amo Dom. 248. and that he appeals to 
aà Vote of ſome Biſhops, made before that Time (but, 
for ought we know, not two Years) againſt any one's 
_ appointing a Clergy-man Executor or 'Truſtee, under 


the Penalty of loſing ſome particular Honours that : 


were then uſually paid to the Memory of the Faith- 
ful deceasd. This is the mighty Argument which 
this Writer brings to prove St. Cyprian, if he thought 
Prayers for the Dead neceſſary, mult be infallible. . 


| Againſt St. Gpriar's Infallibility, it was farther = 


urg d, Suppoſe St. Cyprian thought it neceſſary to give 


the Euchariſt to Children, c. yet this doth not prove 
the Thing to be neceſſary. Our Author replies to this, 


hat the Martyr thought the communicating Infants a ne- 


: ceſſary Pradice, the Anſwerer has not attempted to prove. 
This Ohjection therefore (ſays he) muſt fall of courſe. 
If this Obje&ion falls, all the Arguments us'd by 
our Antagoniſt and his Abetters will ſhare the ſame 
Fate. For this Uſage has every one of the ſame Ar- 
guments to plead for it, as has been made uſe of to 
Prove the Neceſſity of thoſe Points in the preſent Con- 
troverſy. To turn the Tables then; St. Cyprian muſt 
think the communicating of Infants to be neceſſary, 
becauſe it is certain, it was not only the Cuſtom of the 
_ Africans before his Time, but he himſelf relates a Mi- 


racle done while the Deacon was communicating a 


little Girl in the Place where he was celebrating the 

Euchariſt (n). St. Cyprian's Practice is a Demonſtra- 
tion that he thought it lawful, If then St. Cyprian 
thought it a lawful Practice, our Author has more than 
Fr: ks SE FE ik rus once 


- (n). Cypr. de Lapſis, pag. 132. Edit. Oxon. 


( 49 ) 
once told us, he muſt think it neceſſary. Further, it 
is plain, that St. Cyprian thought the Practice uſeful; 
for to adminiſter the Sacrament to no purpoſe, is cer- 
tainly an abominable Profanation of it. If then he 
thought it uſeful by our Author's Logick, or new Art 
of thinking, he muſt think it neceſſary (o). And if he 
thought it neceſſary, without doubt it muſt be ſo; for 
the Teſtimony of a Father of the Reputation and Anti- 
quity of St. Cyprian, a Martyr, that liv'd within leſs 
than an hundred and fifty Years of St. Fobn's time, 
will over-balance a modern Practice, and out- weigh 
the Contradiction of theſe latter Ages (). 
To drive on a little further with our Author: The 
cCommnnicating Infants muſt be neceſſary, for it has 


Scripture for it, the ſame Text that this Writer cites 


for the Neceſſity of hes aj for the Dead (). 4 new 
Precept T give unto you, that you love one another: And to 
uſe our Author's Words, can we with-bold our Ajiſtance 
from our dear little Infants, and at the ſame time extend 
dur Love to them? Beſides, there is another Text which 
ſeems to make it more neceſſary to give the Commu- 
nion to Infants, than to offer it for the Dead. Unleſs 
pe eat the Fleſh of the Scn of Man, aud drink bis Blood, 
Je have wo Life in yon (r). A Text frequently inter- 
preted by ſome Fathers in favour of this old faſhion'd 
Notion. Now the utmoſt that can be pretended by 
our Author, in offering Sacrifices for the Dead, is only 
to procure a more ſpeedy Remiſſion of Guilt, Refreſh- 
ment and Peace for the Deceaſed ; and ſhould he and 
his Catholick Friends forget them, it would not be 
half fo uncharitable as to negle& the poor Children 
who ſome Fathers have ſaid could not be ſav'd with- 
"out receiving the Ebctaritt. 7 - 
Io go alittle farther with our Author: The com- 
municating of Infants muſt be 5 becauſe it 
was an ancient Practice, older than old Tertullian, and 
F 8 on. 
0) Neceſſity Page 82. 
5 8 Neceſſity Pape oy 
8 Neceſſicy, Page 82. 
C) Johns, 52, 
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( 50.) 
2 , according to our Author, as 61d as the 
t 


Apoſtles was us'd in the Weſtern "Church till the 
— or twelfth Century, and is ſtill continued in 


the Greek and Eaſtern Churches. And to/ conclude 


with our Author, an Article of Faith looks 'concern'd 1 - 


it, and the Communion of Saints, () can't be thorough 


anſwer d without it; for they muſt be Saints, ot ” 
wiſe they could not be entitled to the King gdom of 


God. Thus we may ſte that there is not one — 4 3 
ty 


ment which our Author brings to ſupport the Nere 


of ſacrificing for the Dead, but what w will as well ſerve 


to prove the Neceffity of communicating of Infants. 
But to return to St. Cypyiae ; The Author of the No 
Niceſley, offer'd ſome Olyettions againſt this Father's 
being of the Opinion of this Writer's Party, and ex- 
lain d the ſo much boaſted Paſſage in St. Cyprian's firſt 


Epiſtle to a Confiftency wich the Privefples ef the 
£ Church of England. St. Gyprian tells us, © That in 3 | 
Council of ſome Biſhops (it is verylikely this Counci 


might be no more than a Convention of a few Afri- 
cans) it was lately decreed, That no Man ſhould name 
any ofthe Clergy to be al Executor or Truſtee; and 
if any did this, there ſhould be no Offerings made for 
him, nor Sacrifice celebrated on the account of his 
Death; for he doth not deſerve to be nomitiated in 
the Prayers of the Prieſt at the Altar of God, who 
wilfully calls off the Prieſts from the Service of the 
Altar. And therefore, ſince Victor, contrary to the 
Decree LATELY made by the Synod, has prefum'd 
to appoint Geminius Tuff nus, who is a Prieſt to a 
Guardianſhip, you ought not to make any Offerings 
upon the account of his Death, or uſe any Prayers in 


. 
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© Neceſſey, rag. 54 „ 
(t) The curious Reader may have a full Account of 151 FE Rom: 


—— 


and the Reaſon of it in the Learned Ar. Dod well's Diſſert Cyprian. 


Diflert. 3. & Cardinal. Bona de Rebus Lirurg. Cap. 14. & Goar 


Eucholog. Pag. 143. 


the Church upon his account.“ It was the Cuſtom of : 
this Time to inſcribe the Names of the Faithful in the 
e (HD of the Church, TIES upon ſome certain 


(3) 


times were recited, by the Deacon, at the Altar, 
The Friends ol the Deceaſed uſed to make Offerings 
for Pets as if they were alive upon the Anniverſary 


of their Death, and ſometimes to celebrate the Sacra- 
ment upon that Day, in reſpect to their Memory. 
Now Vifor having contemn'd the Synod's Decree, 


St. Cyprian, who was very warm for the Diſcipline of 


the Church, orders that the uſual Honours and Re- 


ſpeQs that were paid to the Memory ot the faithful 
| Deceaſed, ſhould not be given to him. 


That St. Cyprzan did not think, that offering Sacrifice 


was propitiatory, or any ways ſerviceable to the 


Dead, is very plain from his Notion of the State of 
| the Departed : For he ſuppoſes the Souls of the Righ- 


| teous to paſs immediately to Heaven, (u) and to en- 


joy the Preſence and Favour of God, as may be ſeen 
in ſeveral Parts of his Works. Now if theſe pious 
Souls are encircled with ſo much Bliſs; to what 
5 purpoſe could he propole to pray for their Relief and 
Refreſhment ? What Service, what Advantage. could 
he give them by offering Expiatory Sacrifices? Doth | 


Heaven need Retreſhment, Peace and Reſt ? Or can 


2 glorified Saint want our Aſſiſtance? When therefore 
St. Cyprian ſpeaks of Offerings, Sacrifices, and Com- 


memorations for the Dead, it is plain he doth not 


mean they ſhould be made with the Deſign to adyan- 
tage their State, and better their Condition: No, 


they were deſign'd for the Benefit of the Living, and 


the Solemnizing them upon the Anniverſary of their 
Death, was no more than a pious Regard and Honour 


that they paid to their Memories. It was a ſort of 


Cangratulation to their heavenly Birth-Day. It was 


2 Teſtimony of their grateful genſe of the Adyantages 


they receiy'd by their uſeful Lives, and holy Exam- 
Beſid 


ples, Oc. es, it is probahle upon theſe Anniver- 


ſaries, the Virtues of thoſe who were commemorated, 


Ty 


4 


— 


(e) Beati ſatis qui ex Vobis — Jam de Seoulo receſſerunt, con- 


ſe doque Irinere Virtutis ac fidei ad complexum & oſculum Do- 
mini, Domino ipſo gaudente Vencrunt. pr. Epiſt» 37. 5. 73. 
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( 52 ) 


were recited, (w) at leaft there was ſome honourable 
Mention made of them, which naturally rais'd ſome 
affecting Ideas in the Minds of the Survivors. Here 


ſpecial Prayers were offer'd up to God, that they 
might be enabled to follow the bright Examples of thoſe 


whom they thus commemorated, and here the Sacri- 
fices of Praiſe and Thankſgiving were offer'd with 
4 more than ordinary Devotion to God for thoſe Wor- 


thies, from whom they had received ſo much Advantage. 
There is a vaſt difference between reſpecful Remem- 
brances of the Dead, between Euchariſtical Comme- 


morations, and Propitiatory Sacrifices in their behalf. 


The firſt St. Cyprian deſign d when he ſpeaks of Com- 
mnemorationes, Oblationes, & Sacrificia pro Martyribus, 
Cc. But it is highly improbable, that he ſhould mean 
the latter; for he ſuppoſes that Martyrdom (which 
he calls a Second Baptiſm ) waſhes away all Sins, and 
immediately wafts our Souls into the bliſsful Preſence 
of God (x). Now what occaſion could there be to 
offer Expiatory Sacrifices for thoſe pious Souls, who 


had no remaining Guilt to be atton'd for? What Ser- 


vice could a Propitiatory Oblation be to thoſe Spirits 


whom the Angels had ſecurely convey'd into the Di- 
vine Preſence, into Fulneſs of Joy, Cc. In ſhort, 


It is very plain that St. Cyprzan did not think ſuch 
Prayers, Cc. as our Author contends for, were ſer- 


viceable to the Dead, or a neceſſary Duty incumbent 
on the Living. As the Lord finds you, ſays he, 


* when he calls you from hence, ſo ſhall you be at 
the Day of Judgment: When you depart this 
* World, there is no Place for Repentance, no Satiſ- 


faction to be made. Here you either loſe or obtain 
Life; here you muſt provide for your Eternal Sal 
vation, by the Worſhip of God, and the Fruit of 


Paith. As long as a Man remains in the World, re- 
© pentance is not too late. Ask Pardon, tho' at the 
laſt Moments of your Life, &c. Pardon is granted, 


Te 
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(w) Marty rum Paſſiones, & dies Anniverſaria commemoratione 


cela bran us. Cp. Ebiſ. 39. 


(x) De Exhort. Martytij. 


6 
fc. and you paſs from the very Moment of your 
Death to a State of Immortality ()). All which 
Paſſages un prove, that St. 2 thought the 
State of the Dead, till the Day of Judgment, un- 
alterable, and confequently there can be no occaſion 
for any Prayers and Sacrifices in their behalf. 
The Apoftolical Conſtitutions, our Author tells us, 
are the next that bear Teſtimony to the ancient Uſage of 
projing for the Dead. All that this Writer can mean 
here, is, that Prayers for the Dead are as ancient as 
the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions : And what is this to 
the Purpoſe, without he can prove that all the Uſages 
mention d in this ſpurious Work are neceſſary ; a Task 
which I am ſure neither he nor his Abetters will ever 
, 
Againſt the Teſtimony of St. James, Biſhop of Ni- 
ſſchis, our Author ſays, it is objected, 1½, That it re- 
lates only to private Prayers: And, 2dly, That Va- 
leſius gives inconteſtable Proofs againſt the Credit of 
 Theodoret, in relation to ſome Miracles done by Mi- 
bens. Here this Writer induſtriouſly clouds the true 
State of the Caſe. We ſhall therefore put it into 
J oo nn 
The Author of the Reaſons attempted to prove the 


Nereſſity of reſtoring Prayers for the Dead; Becauſe 


St. James, Biſhop of Niſibis, who made part of the Coun- 
cil of Nice, and was famous for working Miracles, pray d 
for a dead Perſon, that God would pardon bis Sins, and 
admit bim into the Company of the Juſt (x). To this it 
was replied, Theſe Prayers were not read from any 
Liturgy. 2dly, That this Biſhop pray'd for ſome nd 

V . 
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0 )Qualem te invenit Dominus cum vocat talem pariter & Judi- 
cat, De ee, A , of Ys Bo 
Quando iſtinc exceſſum fuerit nullus Jam pænitentiæ locus eſt, nul- 

1usSarisfattionis effectus; hic vita aur amittitur, aut tenetur hic ſaluti 
æternæ cultu Dei, & fructu fidei providetur— In iſto adhuc mundo 

remanenti pænitentia nulla ſera eſt — Tu ſub ipſo licer exitu, & 
vita temporalis occaſu, pro deliftis roges — Venia confitenti da- 


tur — Et ad immortalitatem ſub ipsà morte tranſitur. cyp- add 


Demetrianum, 5. 196. 
( Reaſons for reſtarine, p. 13. 


(54) 
Men to be reſtord to Life. And, 3dly, It was prov'd 
he was no Miracle-Monger. And, 4thly, That we 
have had as Orthodox and Holy Men, as he on the 
other ſide of the Queſtion (a). All which Objections 
ſufficiently cramp the Arguments which were drawn 
from oth To come then to our Author; It 2x 
objet2d againſt the Teſtimony of Niſibenſis, that it only 
relates to private Prayer. To this, ſays he, I anſwer, 
Niſibenſis could not pray for a dead Perſon, unleſs be had 
thought it a lawful Fractice. And I bave before proud 
it can't belawful, and not neceſſary z but if it be neceſſary 
that Neceſſity muſt reſult from the Nature of Communion, 
and muſt conſequently make it of publick Obligation, Our 
Dipute is not whether Nifibenſs thought it lawful to 
pray for his dead Friends in his Cloſet : We ſuppoſe 
that good Man would not do what he thought unlaw- 
ful ; but then we can't believe he was ſo ill a Logti- 
cian, as to think with this Writer, that every thing that 
is lawful is abſolutely neceſſary; ſo that the other Ar- 
gument mult fall of conrſe. It was urg'd, that this 
Father pray d for ſome dead Perſon to be reſtor'd to 
= Life : It is plain he thought it lawful to do fo; but 
ii he thought it neceſſary, I hope this Writer won't 
think his Authority ſufficient to introduce this Pra- 
_ Rice into the Church 3 
A s to the Miracles ſaid to be done by this Saint, 
believe them who will; they have no Influence upon 
the Merits af the Cauſe, and therefore we ſhall not 
trouble the Reader with a Conſutation of the Evi- 
ene, er han Gino 
The Practice of St. Cyril of Jen, St. Ambroſe , 
Epiphamus, St. Chryſoftom and St. Auſtin were urg'd to 
prove the Neceſſity of Prayers for the Dead. To this 
it was anſwered, if the Author of the Reaſons can 
prove it neceſſary to reſtore all the Uſages of theſe 
Holy Men, we own he has gain'd his Point. And 
what ſays our Author to this? Why truly, This Ob. 
 jeTion is foreign to the Purpoſe, unleſs Uſage and Evidence 
be the ſume ; far they were cited chiefly for Tefitmony. 1 
1 3 F 
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(a) No Neceſſity, p. 29 and 30. 
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What this Writer means by this Jargon, I can't 
well tell. It is certain the Author of the Reaſons 
and Defence, ſuppos d the Uſage of theſe Fathers an 


Evidence for the Neceſſity of Prayers for the Dead, or 


elſe he muſt produce them to no parpoſe. Doth not 


his Argument run thus; St. Cyril &c. prayed for the 
3 Dead, Ergo their Practice is an Evidence for the Ne- 


ceſſity of theſe Prayers: So that Uſage and Evidence 


were made the ſame by this Writers Patron, and if he 
will but look into the No Neceſſity, he will find it fully 
prov d, that the Uſage of theſe Fathers were not ſafh- 


cient Evidences for the Neceſſity of them. 


Our Author goes on, St. Cyril 7s declared to report, 


that twas the Cuſtom of the Church to pray for all the 


Faithful Deceaſed in the Commmion Service. Here I mult 
tell this Writer that this is a falſe Report: For St. 
Cyril doth not ſay it was the Cuſtom of the Church, 

nor did he himſelf pray for all the Faithful departed. 

For he doth not pray for the Patriarchs, Prophets, 

Apoſtles and Martyrs, but he deſires that their Prayers 


may be heard for him. After we have fer d this Sacri- 
fice, ſays he, Ve make mention alſo of thoſe who have ſlept 


before u. Firſt of all, of the Patriarchs, Prophets, Apo- 

les and Martyrs ;, that God wonld by their Interceſiun and 
Deprecations receive our Prayers. Afterwards, We pray 
for the Holy Fathers and Biſhops deceas d, aud laſt of all we 


pray for all who were among us when they departed this 
Life ; believing that the Prayer which is "fer d for them, 
when the Hoh and Tremendous Sacrifice lies upon the Al- 
tar; to be a very great help to their Souls, which we 


ars ready to demonſtrate to you by an Example. For I 
know (ſays the Father) that there are many that ſay; 
Nhat Advantage will it be to the Soul of a Perſon that 
goes out f the World in his Sins, to make mention of him, 


7 ꝙ%% TooToo 
This Father doth not intimate, that the Whole 


Church pray'd for the Dead; nor doth he himfelft 


pray for all the Faithful departed, unleſs our Author 


will exclude the Apoſtles and Martyrs out of the Ca- 


talogne 


(6) Carachel, Myſtageg. 3. 


(56) 
talogue. Theſe he mentions only as Interceſſors, that 
were to be ſerviceable to us, and ſuppoſes that they are 
to pray for us, and not we for them. He indeed 
prays for ſome holy Fathers and Biſhops; but what 
Ad vantage he deſign'd them by it, he doth not tell us. 
And as to the others which he prays for, theſe he 
ſuppoſes to be in. ſome Place like the Popiſh Purgatory, 
a Notion, by the way, too much encourag d in the 
fourth Century, tho as this Father himſelf informs 
us, it was oppos d by many. And laſtly, He doth 
not tell us that we are commanded to pray for the Dead, 
but that he believes it ſerviceable to them; he gives it 
only as his own Opinion, which he grounds upon 
ſuch a Reaſon, as will ſcarcely take with a modeſt 
Papiſt. Suppoſe, (ſays he,) a King to be offended by | 
' ſome of bis Subjefs, and to have driven them into Exile; 
and afterwards the Friends of thoſe Perſons to make a 
| Crown, which they offer to him on behalf of thoſe Exiles 
who lay under bis Diſpleaſure : Will he not remit ſome of 
their Puniſhment © In like manner when we pray for the 
Dead, notwithſtanding they are Sinners, tho we don't make 
a Crown ; yet we cer Chriſt who was ſlain for our Sins, 


that we may render him who is moſt benign, propitious to 


our ſelves and them (c). Now if this Father's Logick 
is not good, and his Reaſoning will not hold, (for he 
doth not pretend either Scripture, or Apoſtolical Tra- 
dition) then I think he 1s no formidable Enemy a- 
gainſt the Church of England, {© 
Againſt St. Ambroſe it was objected, that the Pray- 
ers which is cited from him, was for one that died 
unbaptized. Now if the bare Practice of this Father, 
is a ſufficient Evidence for the Neceſſity of Prayers 
for the Dead, then his Practice will recommend the 
Neceſſity of praying for thoſe who die unbaptiz d: For 
if his Example is an Authority ſufficient to warrant one 
thing; I can't ſee any Reaſon, why it may not 
any other. And what doth our Author offer againſt 
the force of this Objection? Why truly, tho' the En- 
perour died without actual Baptiſm, yet be en 
| | | | r 
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(e) Ibid, 


(57) 
end prepar d to receive it : His want of Baptiſm was not 
his Fault. Our Author will never be able to prove 
that an Intention to be baptiz'd is the ſame as an 
actual Baptiſm, or that it entitles to the ſame Rights, 
and Priveleges. Nor can he give us any Reaſon, for his 
ſaying that the want of Baptiſm was not his Fault; For 
what hindred him from being baptiz'd for many Years | 
before he was murder'd ? But it ſeems this Writer will 
p_ any Error in Principle or Practice, that will 
but give a Colour to his own darling Opinion. Had 
St. Ambroſe's Notion been defenſible, all that our Au- 
thor pretends to prove from hence, is, that it was then 
the Practice of the Church to pray for the Dead. Becauſe 
St. Ambroſe would not have pray d for the Dead, had 
it not been the Cuſtom to do it. What Service this will 
be to our Author's Opinion, I can't ſee, ſuppoling his 
 Logick to be good, St. Ambroſe pray d for the Dead, and 
therefore the Church did ſo. For if Prayers for the 
Dead muſt be neceſſary, becauſe it was the uſual Pra- 
 Riceof the Church in the fourth Century, why then 
Incenſe, holy Water, Oleum exorcitatum and ſome other 
Things nat YET demanded, muſt be neceſſary too, be- 
cauſe they were the common Uſages of moſt Churches 
, A * 
After all, St. Ambroſe don't tell us, that Prayers for 
the Dead are neceſſary. Nay, he himſelf makes a 
doubt in the very Paſſage cited againſt us, whether 
they were ſerviceable or no. IF, ſays he, (ſpeaking 
_ of the two Royal Brothers) m Prayers will be of Service 
to you, both ſhall be happy: There ſhall no Day paſs in 
8 which Iwill not mention you, nor will I ſay any Prayers in 
X which Iwill not bonour you, &c *. It ſeems, the Good | 
5 Man was not of opinion, that his Prayers would cer- 
tainly be of uſe to his departed Friends. However, if 


i he could do them any Service by them, hisGratitude, | 
and Affection to them was fo great, that he would | 
make a particular mention of them in every Addreſs | 
N which he put up to God. He had a grateful Reſpect i 
S for their Memory, and therefore he would pray for | 
* them. And this he might do without founding it up- 
— Fo” bo nd ee; ro Ol 2 = on 
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589) 
on the Notion of a common Obligation to pray for 
every good Man departed. It is certain, he no where 
intimates, that it is an indiſpenſible Duty to recom- 
mend all that die in a State of Grace at the Eucha- 
riſtick Service. This is our preſent Controverſy, and 
what ever Proof comes ſhort of this, I think, is no- 
thing to the purpoſe. And therefore after all we may 
ſafely conclude, that St. Ambroſe is no Evidence a- 
gainſt the Church of England. 3 
Epiphanias was brought in by the Author of the 
| Reaſons (d), as making the rejecting Prayers for the Dead 
part of A&rius's Hereſy. To this it was replied, That 
this Father puts ſome things into the Liſt of Hereſies 
which have no relation at all to the Fundamentals of 
_ Chriſtianity ; and that if his Book was to be the Stan- 
dard of Hereſie, the Author of the Reaſon would find 
it a difficult matter to come off Scotfree (e). Here 
this Writer leaves his Patron unguarded, and asks, 
het ber Epiphanius was in the wrong in ſo doing. Doth 
be, (meaning the Author of the No Neceſſity ) think the 
groioudlefs Limitation of Hereſie, by the Modern Age to 
 Fandamentals, is to be recerv'd in oppoſition to a primitive 
Writer? "Every Immoral and Antichriftian Doctrine is | 
Heretical. To teach the Lawfulneſs of Murder, or to 
preach up Adultery, 8c. are ſo many Branches of Hereſie. 
What this Writer deſigns by this Jargon, I can't 
eaſily gueſs ; unleſs he pretends to deny that the Prin- 
ciples of Morality have no relation to the Fundamen- 
tals of Chriſtianity. "Ayes, or Hereſie, is a Word of 
a very extenſive Signification, and has been us'd by 
prophane and Eccleſiaſtical Writers in quite different 
Senſes, as plainly- appears from every Lexicogra- 


| pher (J), or any other Author of Reputation. It the 


Author of the Reaſons meant the Word in a candid 
Senſe, where then lies the Force of his Argument? 
It was therefore ſuppoſed, that that ingenious Writer 
meant the Word, in the common Acceptation, as a 
REF, an oat Rect „„ Doctrine 


(7) Huge 15 wy 13 | 
(e) No Neceſſity, Page 31. 
— Vide *A'peo1s, apud Henric. Stephan Theſaur. 


Z 
Voctrine contrary to ſome Fundamental Part of Chri- 
ſtianity. Nay, it is plain he could mean nothing leſs 


than this; for Arms was an Arian, and that Author 
ranks his rejecting Prayers for the Dead with his 4- 
rianiſin, when he tells us, that Epipbanius makes it a 


part of his Hereſie. This Aſſertion indeed is ſome- 
thing wide of that Father's Account of the Matter. 
For though he tells us, that Aerius was tinctur'd with 
Arianiſm, which we all own to be an Hereſie in the 


harſheſt Signification of the Word; yet when he comes 
to ſpeak of his rejecting Prayers for the Dead, he 


barely relates Ariu's Opinion and Arguments; 


and when he pretends to confute it, he doth not in- 
timate as our Author inſinuates; that it is a Denial 
olf an Article of Faith. But it ſeems, iF it could be 
 prov'd, That Epiphanius did not make the rejecting this 
_ Office, Part of Aèrius' Hereſie; yet bis Teflimony is expreſs 


to the Purpoſe of his Party, for he aſſerts not only the Lawful- 
eſs, but the Neceſſity of the Prattice, That this Father 


thought Prayers for the Dead lawful, no body will 


deny, becauſe he -pretends to vindicate the Reaſon- 


ableneſs and Uſefulneſs of the Practice; but I can't 
find that he attempts to prove it an Eſſential or Ne- 
ceſſary Part of Chriſtianity. But after all, ſuppoſing 
this Father had ſtigmatiz d the rejecting Prayers for 
the Dead as a damnable Hereſie, and in the fulleſt 


Terms aſſerted the Neceſſity of them, even at the 
Holy Altar. Yet his Reputation is too inconfiderable 
to be any Damage to the Church of England, as I 


could eaſily prove from ſeveral Inſtances. However, 


I ſhall only fer down the Character of the Man, as 


Mr. Dupinhas juſtly deſcrib'd it. The Stile of E- 
3 pi bauius (ſays he) is neither beautiful nor lofty: | 
1 On the contrary, it is plain, low, and mean, ic is 
& rude and unpoliſh'd, without Coherence and Con- 
c nexion: He had much Reading and Learning, but 

* no faculty of Diſcerning, nor ExaCtneſs of Judg- 
e ment: He often uſes ſuch things for Reffons to re- 

' fute the Hereticks which are falſe : He was very cre- 
* dulous, and not very accurate: He is miſtaken in 


many places about very conſiderable Matters in Hi- 
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te ſtory, and gave credit too lightly to falſe Memoirs, 
or to uncertain Reports: He had much Zeal and 


Piety, but little Conduct and Policy (g). 


St. Chryſoftom and St. Auſtin were cited by the Au- 
thor of the Reaſons, as two good Authorities for Pray- 
ers for the Dead. Againſt the Sufficiency of their Au- 
thority in this Point, it was objected, that St. Chi- 


ſaſtom thought it lawful to pray for the Souls of wick- 
ed Men, and that our Prayers and Alms- giving would 


be very ſerviceable to them. And St. Auſtin was of 


Opinion, that it was unlawful to pray for'a Martyr:- 
For he reckon'd this was doing them an Injury. Now 


both theſe Opinions are ſuppoſed by this Anſwerer - 


to be Miſtakes. If therefore they were miſtaken in 
one part of their Prayers relating to the Dead, it is no 


ſinall Argument, that their Practice in the other part 


is no ſufficient Authority to prove the Neceſſity of it. 
Here, it ſeems, it 1s thought fir to quit the Argument, 

I bave often obſerv'd, ſays the Anſwerer of this Part, 
that the rome Sentiments of particular Fathers, hom ex- 
cept ionabl 


e ſoever, are no Argument againſt their Evidence. 
A Heathen may be a Man of Integrity, notwithſtanding his 


Heatheniſin; the Virtues of Morality are not confm'd to a 


right Perſwaſion, nor Sincerity inſeparable from unerring 


Sentiments. Tho St. Chry foſtom might be miſtaken in a 


particular Opinion. he cannot be charged with a Afifre- 
preſentation of Fa ; he might err in bis Reaſoning, when 
his Senſes could not be deceiv'd. Fs DT 
No body as I know of, eoncern'd in the Controver- 


ſy, has given any harſh Name to theſe two eminent 
Fathers; and therefore [ can't but wonder,why the REA. 
SONER ſhould run ſo wide of his Argument, to ſhew 


what was never any part of our Diſpute, that a Man 
might be in an Error, without being either a Knave or 


a Fool. When the two Fathers were cited, to 


what End was the Opinion of the one, and the 


Practice of the other urg'd. 1 thought their Au- 
 thority was one of the Reaſons for the Neceſſity 


or. 


— 8 BE. ' : i I OT : " ADE, 2 2 : . - * 


(e) Dvpin's Ecclefiaſt. Hiſtor. 
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bf reſtoring Prayers for the Dead. For if it was nor, 
for my own part I can ſee nothing like a Reaſon in all 
the whole Book. „„ 
This Gentleman goes on: St. Chry ſoſtom muſ Inow 
what was the Practice of the Church, being in the bigh-/t 
Station of it, and this, be declares, was to pray ſer the 
Dead, as well as the Living: But doth he ſo much as in- 
timate that it was the Cuſtom of the Church to offer for 
Sinners? Or doth he deliver it as any other than bis own 
— EEE es 
That St. Chryſoſtom knew what was the Practice of 
every Church in the World, is more than is probable; 
and that he declares, that it was to pray for the Dead 
as well as the Living, I muſt beg leave to call a Mi- 
ſtake: For all that the Father ſays in the cited Paſſage 
which relates to the Dead is this. What ſort of a Per- 
fon ought he to be who intercedes for the whole City? But 
 mwby do I. ſay the City? he is a Mediator even for the whole 
| Univerſe, and an Interceſſor with God, that be may be 
propitious to the Sins of all Men, not only the Living, but 
likewiſe the Dead (b), This indeed is an Argument, that 
it was the common Practice of his Patriarchate, but 
it comes vaſtly ſhort of a Declaration, that it was the 
Practice of the whole Church. And to come a little 
cloſer to this Writer, St. Chryſaſtom intimates in this 
very Place, that it was the Practice of luis Church to 
pray for Sinners, and conſequently he did not, as 
this Gentlemon ſays, deliver it as his ovn private Opi- 
nion. To conclude, neither St. Chryſo/tom nor St. Auſtin 
intimate, that Prayers for the Dead are an eſſential 
Part of the Chriſtian Worſhip. They don't derive the 
Cuſtom from a Divine Command; and therefore they 
are no Evidences againſt the Church of England. Both 
of them differ d in their Principles and Practices about 
the Perſons who were to be pray'd for, and therefore 
their Authority in this Point is too weak to do us any 
JV VV 
Another Reaſon offer'd for the Neceſſity of alter- 
ing our Common Prayer was, becauſe in the Greek 
* N . Liturgies, 
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) De Sacerdot. Lib. 6. 


( 62) 
Liturgics, the Gallican and Moſarabick Aſiſſals, and the 
Ordo Romanus, we meet with Prayers for the Dead. Here 
it was objected, that this Argument is as ſtrong for 
ſome other Cuſtoms that were not pleaded for. For if 
the Authority of theſe Liturgies is ſufficient to war- 
rant one Practice againſt the Orders and Directions of 
the Church of Exgland; Why not every Practice (i) 
in which they all agree? To this indeed there is a 
very ſurprizing Anſwer. Our Diſpute, ſays this Wri- 
ter, is concerning an Article of Faith, an Eſſential Part 
ef the Chriſtian Worſhip, the Communion of Saints : Un- 
lies therefore bis Inſtances are of the ſame neceſſary Concern 
with this, of the ſame Obligation and Eſſentiality, bis Ar- 
gument (meaning the Author of the No Neceſity ) 
will fall 12 of Conviction, and his Ohjedt ion will loſe 
its Force. Without doubt this is a modeſt Reply, and 
pat to the purpoſe. The Controverſy, it ſeems, has 
been, whether an Article of Faith, and an Eſlential 
—_ - Part of the Chriſtian Worſhip, be neceſſary ? But where 
1 this Diſpute has been managed, I can't tell; and I am 
lire he won't find any ſincere Members of the Church 
= of England, that will diſpute it with him. The Que- 


ſtion, till this Diſputant came, was, whether Prayers 


i For the Dead are neceſſary? Which is very wide of 
= what he dreams of. And one of the Reaſons given 
=. for the Affirmative was, becauſe they were to be met 


' pwith in moſt Miſſals; which indeed is an Argument 
„ ſo weak, that it will ſcarce bear two Syllogiſms. For 
1 if every thing that is in theſe Liturgies is not neceſ- 
\q fary, then I think the Argument muſt neceſſarily ex- 
N „ C 
This Writer takes a great deal of Pains to prove his 
Patron doth not believe Purgatory. Without doubt, 
that Gentleman had a Reaſon for diſliking the Name, 
but it is pretty plain he likes the Thing, and Deſigns 
no leſs by it than the Council of Trent requir'd ©. 
e 1 | Las 8 


(i) Incenſe, aqua Benedicta, oleum Benedictum, for varinus Uſess 
Various Benedictions, Applications to the Merits and Interceſſizn of the 


Virgin Mary, CWG. 
(/) Vide Concil Trident de Purgatorio ſeſs, 25. 
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For Refreſhment, Mercy, Favour, Peace, and ſuch 
like Expreſſions, which we find in his Book, naturally 
Auppole a State of Uneaſmeſs cr Torment, And this 
is the very ſame thing that the beſt Part of the Pa- 
piſts mean by Purgatory (I). I am ſorry to ſay that 
it is 100 plain that that Gentleman has pav'd the Way 
to the Mals, and that his Arguments have ſo con- 
vinced many of Purgatory, that they have gone over 
— 5: 3 
At preſent I ſhall not concern my ſelf, whether 
Prayers tor the Dead are warrantable, or whether the 
Church of England doth any ways countenance any 
Part of the Practice. For it is fuſhcient to our pur- 
poſe, that they are fully prov'd not to be neceſlary, 
or eſſential to Chriſtianity, J) or ny. 
Ihe third Branch of this Controverſy, ſays this 
Writer, is the Invocation of the Holy Ghoſt, to make the 
Elements of Bread and mix d Wine, the Spiritual and © 
Energetical Body and Blood of Chrift, To the Lawſulneſs 
of this Practice, the Anſwerer has nothing to object. Here 
this Writer has very much alter'd the State of the 
| _ Controverſy ; and conſequently he is a little too raſh 
in ſaying, that the Author of the No Neceſſity owns 
the Practice of his Party to be lawful in this Point. 
The Author of the Reaſons (mn) and Defence (n) plead- 
ed for the reſtoring of the Prayer, as it ſtood in the 
firſt reformed Lies Hear us (O merciful Father) 
ve beſeech thee, and with thy Holy Spirit and Word, 
vouchſafe to bleſs and ſanct iſy theſe thy Gifts and Creatures 
f Bread and Wine, that they may be unto us the Body and 
Blood of thy moſt dearly beloved Son, Feſus Chriſt. This 
Prayer, it ſeems, can't content all his Party; and 
therefore in their New Commumion-Ofhce, they have 
compos'd a Form, which ſmells very rank of Tranſub- 
| ftantiation. Send down thine Holy Spirit, the Witneſs 
of the Paſſion of our Lord Feſus, upon this Sacrifice, * 
F o ae ans. DE 


(1) Vide Leo. Allatium de Perpetui Conſenſion, Lib. 3. Cap. 15, 
 Renaudoti) Obſervariones in Liturg. Syriac. Tom. 2. p. 107. 8 5 


(m) Reaſons, p. 22. 
(n) Defence, p. 101. 
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be may make this Bread the Body of thy Chriſt, and this 
Cup the Blood of thy Chriſt. Now I can aſſure this 
Writer, that the Author of the No Neceſity thinks 
Tranſubſtantiation a pernicious Doctrine; and there- 
fore he can't think that Practice lawful, which ſo evi- 
dently encourages the Notion. The Expreſſions are 
ſomething ſtronger than the Canon of the Maſs it 
ſelf, ſuch as the warmeſt Defenders of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation can't but be pleas'd withal. And to ſpeak 
my Mind freely, I have too much Reaſon to think, 
that ſome which uſe it, will ſcarce ſubſcribe againſt > 
%%% & ' 7 of ES: . 
It was own'd, that the Prayers in King Edwards 
Liturgy was lawful. But what Reaſon this Writer 
has ro boaft of this Conceſſion I can't tell. For 1 
hope I need not inform him that every good Prayer 
which we meet with in an old Liturgy, is not neceſſary, 
The Queſtion is not, whether the Invocation of the 
Holy Ghoſt upon the Elements be lawful, but whether it 
is neceſſary ? The Author of the Keaſons (o) told us, 
that hz was willing to believe the Force of the INV OCA4- 
TION may be contain'd by IMPLICATION in our 
PRESENT OFFICE, which Conceflion, as the 
Learned Author of the No Reaſons obſerves, is a plain 
Acknowledgment, that nothing for Reſtoring King 
Edward's Prayer can be pleaded, but Expediency. 
However, it ſeems the Prayer is not thought ſatisfa- 
Rory (v); and the ſame Gentleman is now afraid that 
the Omiſſion of the Invocating Part are maiming Cirs 
cumſtances, and may weaken the Benefit of the Sacra - 
ment (4): And this Writer inſiſts upon the abſolute 
Neceſſity of it. We will therefore ſhew, that each of 
theſe Suggeſtions are groundleſs and unreaſonable. 
It was Rd, by the Author of the No Neceſity, That 
* there were three Things requiſite to make the Prayer 
© pleaded for, neceſſary : Either a Poſitive Command, 
Fc Ms Etna "Ta 
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(0) Vid. 1 
0) Defence, p. 130. | a 
| (4) Vindication of the Reaſons and Defence, 
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or an early and plain Tradition, or a Demonſtra- 
* tion, that this Form, or ſome Prayer like it, is 
* neceſſary in the Nature of the Thing. This De- 
mand, ſays this Writer, bas been over and above anſwer- 
ed by the Learned Author of the Defence, who has pro- 
duc d a Pofitrve Command fur it. 
Here l muſt tell this Writer, that he is a little too 
_ POSITIVE; For that Gentleman only pretends, that 
there is a Command implied in theſe Words, xen 


N vxntenions, baving bleſſed, and given Than ii. Hedoth 
not produce one Text of Scripture that looks like a 


Command to pray for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt 
upon the Elements; nor will, what he hath ſaid 
amount to any thing like a Proof of the Neceſlity of 
uſing the Expreſſions contended for. That Gentle- 
man indeed tells us, that ow Saviour bleſs'd the Bread 
aud the Cap: And that blefing the Elements, is in 
other Words, a Praying for the Deſcent of the Holy 
Gba; and that what our Saviour did, be com- 
munded bis Diſciples to do. This, were it true, is 
far from a Poſitive Command, to pray in ſo many 
Words for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt. And all 1 0 
that his Argument can tend to, is only to prove, that 
we are oblig d, by Virtue of our Saviour's Command, 
to conſecrate the Elements; and this that Gentleman 
is pleas d to own the Church of England doth. 
That 7 waozeiv Lugaess tv, to bleſs and give Thanks, 
doth not ſignify a Praying for the Deſcent of the Holy 
Ghoſt, was prov'd by the Author of the No Neceſity, 
For if this will hold, then every time we ſay Grace, 
we are to pray for. the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt, 
upon our Victuals: And our Saviour, when he bleſs'd 
the Loaves and Fiſhes, pray'd for the Deſcent of the 
Holy Ghoſt upon them. Aach v in drs dt 
vous IN, i ch S I Ne ieng (r), To this it 
is objefted, that . wnozeiv to BLESS bas various Sig- 
niſſcationt; and that the difference of the Action ſhews the 
difference of the Term. Ang what then? Is y the 
MET W 4 2 8 * 


&) Matth. 14. 19. Mark 8. 6, 3 
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Action the ſame here, tho the Subjects be different? 
Doth not St. Luke (s), and St. Faul (t) interpret & 
Vicus by tun,, having given Thanks. And beſides 
this, when we bleſs God or Man, Is this a Praying 
for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt upon them? And 
when the Prieſt, under the Old Law, bleſs'd the Sacrifice, 
was he ſuppos'd to invoke the Deſcent of the Holy 
- Ghoſt then? In ſhort, let us take the Word in all th 
Significations, in which any Author whatſoever has 
us'd it. We {hall find none of them come up to the 
Deſign of this Writer's Party, as has been fully de- 
monſtrated by the Judicious and Learned Author of 
the No Sufficient Reaſons (vu). © 1 
Our Author pretends that there is an early and plain 
Tradition for this Form. The firſt Authority pro- 
duc'd for it, are the Liturgies of St. James, St. Mark, 
St. Peter, and the Apaſtolical Conſlitut ions. I0o this it 
was objected, that every one of theſe Miſſals are ſpu- 
rious, that ſeveral of the Prayers that are in them, 
can claim no higher Ara than the Fourth Century, 
and that it is poſlible this might be inſerted as late as 
any. Here our Author ſays, that his Patron has of. 
fer d ſome Reaſons from BHO WAKE, to fhew that 
this Part of them was the PRESCRIPTION of the Apoſtles 
and Evangeliſis. This, I think, needs no other Anſwer, 
than that Learned Prelate's own Words, which are 
theſe: As for the Liturgies ajcrib'd to St. Peter, St. Mark, 
and St. James; there is not, I ſuppoſe, am Learned Man, 
who believes them written by thoſe H.ly Men (x). Beſides, 
I might obſerve, that the Archbiſhop's Practice is no 
mall Evidence, that he believes theſe Prayers are not 


* 


) He took Bread, and gave Thanks, and brake it, &c. He 
took the Cup, and gave Thanks, and ſaid, Take this, Luke 22. 
(t.) For I have received of the Lord, that which alſo I delivered 
_ unto you, that the Lord Feſus, in the ſame Night in which be was 
| betray'd, tooꝶ Bread, and when be had given Thanks he brake it; 
1 Cor, 11.23, &c. CO - 3 

(% No ſufficient Reaſons, p. 86, &c. 5 
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nuirie, or at leaſtwiſe not obliging or neceſſary. 
But after all, ſuppoſing theſe Miſſals to be genuine, 
yet I can't ſee how they can ſerve the Purpoſe of our 
Author's Party; unleſs every Prayer which is con- 


tain'd in them can be prov'd to be neceſlary. In the 
beſt reputed Editions of St. Peter's Liturgy, there is 
no Prayer for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt upon 
the Oblata. The other have a vaſt difference in theit 
Forms, and not one of them give us the leaſt hint that 
ſuch a Prayer as our Author demands, is neceſlary or 


eſlential. 


And when we come to the Fathers, we find nothing 
like a Tradition for the Neceſſity of ſuch a Form. 
St. Bafil indeed is cited for this Purpoſe, and our Au- 


thor tancies him a poſitive Evidence for it: But what 


| Reaſon he has for to think ſo, he can't tell. For 
when St. Baſil's Teſtimony is produc'd, we ſhall find 


he doth not ſo much as ſay one Word of the Matter. 


Mbat Saint ( ſays this Father) bas left us in Writing 
the Words of Invocation, when. we conſecrate the Bread of 
the Euchariſt, and the Cup of Bleſing ()). Now is here 
any thing that looks like a Tradition, for the Neceſ- 
ſity of a Prayer for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt 
upon the Elements? Nay, is there ſo much as the leaſt 


Mention of the Holy Ghoſt in any Part of the Paſ- 
fage? I am perſwaded the Author of the Reaſons was 
the firſt that ever made this Comment upon this 


Place: And it is plain enough, that this Writer and 
his Aſſiſtants can't defend it, by requiring ſome other 
Interpretation to be given of it. To ſatisfie then this 
Writer, u 735 &maiows pruar. The Words of Invocation 


ſignifie the Communion-Othre, or Words which we 
make uſe of when we call upon God at the Euchari- 
ſtick Service. Or to uſe the Words of Monſieur 
Renaudaut (z). Baſil here calls the (Canon of the 


4 8 6 2 2 1 


0) Tea © She p iẽ u, ον Tg wvadala 3 aprs # 


LN ei, Y mTH2ls dnia, ms TH die iyyodges Hells 
ig NN Ad Amphiloc. Cap. 27, _ 5 
(⁊) Invocationem Vocar Bifilius, Canmem Miſſe + Quia multis 
nN, ſeu lnvocationibus Conſtat. Renaudor, Diſſert de Liturg. 
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Maſs, or) Commimion - Office Invocation, becauſe it con- 
ſiſts of many Ivocations. In ſhort, all that St. Bail 


means in the forecited Paſlage 1s only this : That be- 
fore his Time none of the Greek Liturgies, or at leaſt 


no Form of Conſecration was committed to Writing, 


which by the way is no mean Evidence againſt the 
Legitimacy of the Apoſtolical Liturgies. However, 
it ſeems, if - 1.3 N is not . = 
Teſtimony of St. Cyril bis Contemporary will, put the 
== pu Diſpute, He expreſ) informs us, that the 
Eucbariſtick Bread is made the Body of Chriſt, ut ® 
tÞrunr, which ow Author conſtrues B T ( ſtead of 
AFTER) the Invocation of the Holy Gb. 
What St. Cyril means by inicaners, is very plain from 
ſeveral Paſſages where the Word is us'd by him; and 
more particularly from this, upon the very ſame Pur- 
poſe. As the Bread and Wine of the Euchariſt (ſays this 


Father.) before the HOLT INVOCATION OF 


THE ADORABLE TRINITT, was common Bread 


and common Wine, ſo after the Invocation is over, the 


BREAD is made the Body of Chriſt and the WINE the 
Blood of Chrift (a). And in another Place. 4s the 
Meats that are offer d upon the Altar, tho' pure in 
their Nature become polluted Ti inmaiou, by THE 
INVOCATION OF IDOLS, fo common Water 
upon the Invocation of the Holy Spirit and Chriſt 
becomes holy (b). And in ſome other Places, the 
_ fame Father calls ſeveral Prayers, which don't any 
ways relate ro the Sacrament, INVOCATION, 
Our Author goes on, Fnſtin Martyr, and Irengus, 
Origen and St. Cyril, Optatus and St. Bufil, St. Grego- 
ry Niſſen and St. Chryſoſtom, all of them are Witneſſes 
to this Apoflolical Cuſtom, the earliefl and pureſt Ages of 


Chriftianity, the whole Interval between Forty Tears after 


| the Death of St. Fobn, and the Decline of the fourth 


** 
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century. And is not this ſufficient, (ſays this Writer, 
to anſwer our Author's Queſtion, Is the Sacrament inva- 
lid without this Form ? To this I anſwer, No, no 
more than if this modeſt Writer, had cited ſo many 
Names out of the firft Chapter of St. Matthew. For 
I believe I need not prove, that not one of them 
knew of the Form, which was pleaded for by the 
Author of the Reaſons, and I can inform him, that 


they don't make the leaſt Intimation of an Apoſto- 


lical Tradition, for the Neceſlity of praying for the 
' Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt upon the ſacred Ele- 
ments. But to draw towards a Concluſion” 
Has this Writer provd the 1 for the De- 
ſcent of the Holy Ghoſt neceſſary, from the Reaſon 
of the Thing? No, This is not ſo much as attempted, 
and therefore ſince there is no Scripture, nor Tradi- 
tion, ſor the Neceſſity of ſuch a Form, as is de- 
manded, and the Nature of the Thing don't require 
it; I think I may ſafely quit this Head, without 
taking any further Notice, of the looſe and trifling 


Cavils of this Writer. 


I0o come then to the Oblatory Prayer. It feems 
the Author of the No Neceſſity ſaid, that the laſt 
thing which AS YET is demanded, is, the Reſtora- 
tion of the Oblatory Prayer. Here this Gentleman, 
js pleasd to take Pique at the Word YET. But 


why AS TET ? (ſays he,) Is he really of Opinion, that 5 


the Modern Age hath deviated further from the Autient 
| Church, than is expreſsd in the Charge ? Or doth be 
 thinkthbemleſs Primitive than 48 TET they have been he- 
lier d. To deal plainly then with this Writer; We 
can't tell what Extravagancies, a Spirit of Enthuſiaſm 
and Diviſion may drive Men to: Mr. Stephenss Caſe will 
juſtify our Jealouſy, eſpecially when we conſider how 
many are acted by the ſame Temper. We know that 
there were a great many antient Cuſtoms, which the 
' modern Age with very =_ Reaſon refuſe. The 
_ Circumſtances of Time and Place, make a great many 


Alterations, and what might be decent and proper in 
one Country and Age, may be ridiculous and imper- 
tinent in another. But yet as improper or unpertinent . 


(70 
as the Tbiugs may really appear; Who knows, but ſome 
giddy Men may like them: And if they once warm 
their Fancy, we don't doubt, but they will be talkr of 
as expedient, if not pleaded for as neceſſary. That 
the Suggeſtion is not groundleſs, is too plain, from 
the new Commanion-Office, publith'd ſince the Wri- 

— 9p, PA - . op , 
ſides Chriſm, there are ſome other Things not 
pleaded for then, inſerted in that Pamphlet. With- 
out doubt they are thought lawful and uſeful, and 
whatever is fo, this Writer has more than once told 
us mult be neceſſa x. o 
However, ſays this Author, I believe be it by this 
time ſatisfied with the Extent of our Demand. Yes; 
doubtleſs, but why 1 can't tell: For at firſt, the De- 
mands ſeem'd a little modeſt, only a few Alterations 


of our Common Prayer, then we had Reaſons for 


reſtoring ſome Prayers of King Edward's Liturgy : And 
now I ſuppoſe it is demanded to comply with this 
new Service-Book. For I can't believe, but thoſe Gen- 
tlemen, who thought they had a right to compile a new 
Office, ſuppoſe they have Authority to enjoin Uni- 
formity. After all, I ſhall only ask this Writer, 
whether auricular Confeſhon c. has not been de- 
manded: So that God knows where the Demands of 
ſome will end. 1 x 3 
But to return to the Queſtion about the Oblatorß 
Prayer. The Author of the No Neceſiity ſaid, That 
he had no Objection againſt what this Writer's Pa- 
tron call'd the Oblatory Prayer of King Edward's Li- 
turgy. But then ſays he, I can't tell, why this Form 
ſhould be fo ſtrenuouſly inſiſted on at this Time, for 
the Notion of a Sacrifice don't infer the Necetlity 
of ſuch a Prayer. For Anſwer to this, our Author 
Tefers us to the learned Mr. Jobnſon, Author of the 
| Unbloody Sacrifice (c). And all the Reply I think I need 
to make to this, is, That Mr. Jobnſon has not quitted 
the Communion of the Church of England. However 
. RTV 1 
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(e) vol. 2. pag. 81. 
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(1) 
to do that worthy Gentleman Juſtice, we ſhall give 


the Reader his own Words upon the very ſame Caſe. 


Tho' I am fully convinc'd, "36 Mr. Johnſon) that the 
Euchariſt may be as juſtly call d a Sacrifice, as any, ſave that. 


er d on the Croſs, yet I can ſee NW NECE SSITT 


or any Alteration (d). 


It was ſaid by the Author of the No Neceſity, That 
It is plain, our Saviour gave the Sacrament to his Diſ- 
ciples, without making uſe of ſuch a Prayer as this. 
In anſiver to which, this Writer ſays, He mit obſerve 
that the hoh Scriptures inform us, that our Lord bleſſed 
the Bread, that the learned Author of the Defence has 
prov'd from Numb. 6. 24. That Bl:ſing in the Scripture 
Language is praying for a Bleſing; and that in the moſt an- 
tient Liturgy in the World, the Oblation and Invocation 
are one continued Prayer: From whence (ſays he,) we may 
very probably conclude, that the Prayer of Oblation is con- 
 tain'd in the WORD acybens or BLESSING, and 
- Conſequently that our Saviour, when be gave the Sacrament 
to bis Diſciples, did make uſe of ſuch a Prayer. 
* *Evaryiexs, it ſeems is a very ſtrange Word, it ſignifies, 
not only a Prayer for the Deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt, bur 
likewiſe a Prayer of Oblation. But ſuppoſe the Word 


was neyer usd, to ſignify one or the other; What 


then becomes of our Author's Probability? And if 
we may believe St. Paul, it is plain, the Word doth 
not ſignify any ſuch Thing, for he tells us what our 
Saviour did at his laſt Supper. I have received of 
the Lord (lays this Apoſtle,) that which alſo I deli- 
vered unto you, that the Lord Jeſus the ſame Night in 
: which be was betrayed, took Bread, and when he bad 
GIVENTHANKYS, HE BRAKE IT, and ſaid, 
Take eat, this is my Body which is broken for you, Do 
this in Remembrance of me (e). Now, if giving of Thanks 
and Breaking of Bread, (both which the Church of Eu- 
gland practice) do not neceſſarily imply a Pray- 
er of Qblation, then it is plain, that our Saviour 


when 
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4) Mr. Johnſon's Pref ace to the Second Part of the Vade Mecum 
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C72) | 
when he gave the Sacrament, did not make ufe of 
ſuch a Prayer. As for the Liturgy (F), which our 
Author brings in by Head and Shoulders, I think I 
need not prove, that our Saviour did not make uſe of 
it, and OP it can be no Proof of our Savi- 
, onto is. none; 
Ir was further ask'd, Hath any of the Apoſtles, ſince 
the Death of our Saviour, left us a Command to make 
uſe of ſuch a Prayer? To this material Queſtion, our 
Author thinks fit to make no Reply. However, tho 
the Scripture don't ſerve his Purpoſe, yet it ſeems we 
have an early Tradition for it. Juſtin Martyr ſays, | 
when the Prieſt has finiſh'd the Prayers and the Encharift, 
the People. ſay' A MEN. And pray what is this to 
the Oblatory, Prager ? Doth he here ſay any thi 
more, than what is the conſtant Practice of the Church 
of England ? Hath our Author forgot, that when our 
Prieſt has ended the Prayer or Thankſgiving, (for fo 
what he tranſlates Euchariſt ſignifies,) the People are 
_ enjoin'd to ſay AMEN. (g)? The other Father 
which is cited is St. Oprian. In Sacrificits precem cum 
pluribus facimuis: We pray at our Sacrifices with the 
Aſſembly, This very learned Writer, might as well 
have cited this Text for the Invalidity of Lay Baptiſm ; 
as the Neceſſity of an Oblatory Prayer. For I believe 
every body will own the Paſſage, as plain a Tradi- 
tion for the one as the other: Beſides will this Gen- 
tleman ſay, that the Church of England Priefts dont 
pray with the Aſſembly at the Celebration of the Eu- 
FS, oY ER — 
The next Argument which this Writer brings, is 
ſo muddy that I cannot eaſily gueſs at it. Both this 
Father, ſays he, (meaning St. Cyprian) and Tertal- 
Jian, when they relate the Cuſtom of mentioning. 
t the Names of the Deceaſed in the Euchariſtical Ob- 
A lation, as has been before ſhew'd, do, beyond Con- 
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J) I ſuppoſe our Author means, what is commonly calf d the Cle- 

mentine Liturgy, which was never d by any Church that we knw of; 

and differs very much in this Part, from almoſt all others whateter. 
(e) Vide Rubrick after the Abſolution, - 


3 (239 

* tradiction, teſtify the Practice of offering the Chri- 
. ſtian Sacrifice by Prayer. For how could they 
% mention their Names at the Oblation, as St. Cyprian 
& ſpeaks, offer for particular Perſons, as Tertullian 


informs us, if there was no Prayer of Oblation. 
Jo recommend the Dead at the Euchariſtick Sacri- 


e fice, is to pray for them in Virtue of that Sacrifice, 


& and to enumerate the Particulars of the Inſtitution, 


* 1s, to offer the Sacrifice by Prayer. 


Whatever our Author deſigns here, it can do him 
no Service; for it has been plainly prov'd, that Pray- 
ers for the Dead are not neceſſary, Beſides, I thin 
this Writer doth not, as yet, inſiſt upon the Neceſlity 
of reciting the Names of his deceaſcd Friends in the 
Euchariſtical Oblation. And if this is not neceſſary, 
then I think it is plain, that the accidental Con ſequen- 


ces of an indifferent Practice can make no Argument 


for him. 1 SD 
Hnt after all, this Writer thinks he gives a home Puſh 

to the Author of the No NMeceſity. If an Oblatory Prager 
_ (ſays he) ould be granted an unneceſſary Circumſlance of 

' the Eucburiſlical Celebration, the Foree of the Obje@ion 


would not yet be remov'd. And pray why? Why, it ſeems, 


the Aut her of the No Neceſſity acknowledges the Doctrine 


of the Sacrifice, and he bas not attempted to prove, that 


the Alterers of the Liturgy believd the Euchariſt 


to be a Sacrifice, And what then? Doth it follow, 
that that Author muſt either quit his Notion, or diſ- 


own the firſt Reformers? Hath he not provd, that 


the Notion of a Sacrifice don't require ſuch a Prayer 


as is demanded? Did the Learned Tal a 
Dr. Hicks, who look d as far into the Caſe 


as any that 
retend to be ſo ſcrupulous now, make it a Term of 
mmunion? And has the Learned Mr. Jobnſon, who 


has wrote ſo much upon the Argument, quitted the 
Church of England * Theſe good Men were willing 


to throw a Veil over the little Defects of ſome who 


were among the firſt Reformers. It is poſlible, the 


Zeal of that Time againſt the Superſtitions and Abu- 


ſes in the Sacrifice of the Maſs might lead them into 


And who is without them ? 


ſome little Miſtakes. 
„ K | Or 


(74) 
Or it may be they might politickly diſcountenance the 
Word Sacrifice, tor no other End than to take away 
the Occaſion of thoſe Abules that had crept into, the 
Church through it. But is this any argument that 
they denied any eſſential Parc of the Sacrament, or, 
that their Communion was not defenfible. For my 
own part, I won't quarrel with any one tor calling the 
Euchariſtical Sacrifice by the Name of the Sacrament, 
or the Lord's Supper, Cc. A Man may be a good 


Chriſtian, 'tho' he don't underſtand the Subtleties of 


the School-men; he may be a worthy Communicanr, 
tho' unacquainted with the Opinions of the Fathers; 
and a true Diſciple of Chriſt, tho' altogether nuskill'd 
in the Jewith or Gentile Theology. .*Tis uo great 
matter what Name the Sacrament is called by, ſo long 
as the Death and Paſſion of our Saviour is truly com- 
memorated, and what our Great Maſter commanded 
is effectually perform'd at it: For Religion doth not 
conſiſt in Words, but Things. Tis ſufficient to ſay, 
that our pious Reformers perform'd whatſoever our 


Lord commanded them to do in Remembrance of him. |, 
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And therefore ſhould we ſuppoſe the main Body of 
the People at that Time ignorant of the true Notion of 
the Word Sacrifice, and that ſome who had the chief 
hand in the Reformation were miſtaken in condeſcend- 
ing to the Weakneſs of thoſe, who out of Abhorrence 
ro the Popiſh Superſtitions and Abuſes, deſir'd a ſigni- 
ficant Word to be laid aſide. Vet this is no atgu- 
ment that we ſhould diſown the Reformation, Hows 
ever, after all, ſuppoſing the Miſtakes of our Retor- 
mers were more ſubſtantial, than ever yet could be 
prov'd, ſuppoſing theſe great and good Men were 
. altogether indefenſible in this Point. Yet I can't ſee 
how their ſuppos'd Deſects in this matter, can affecc 
the preſent State of the Church of Ergland. For 
whatever Diſcouragements the Notion of a Chriſtian 
Sacrifice might meet wich at the beginning of the Re- 
formation; yet it is evident, that the Alterations 
which have been long fince made in our Common- 
Prayer-Book, countenance the Thing. Doth not the 
N of England call her Presby ters, Prieſts, 
7 f 4 P „ 000. f . fix 5 f 94 
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and unſatisfattory in this Point; yet then I ſhould 
think it my Duty, rather to ſupply what I thought 
SF defective or unſatisfactory, by my ſilent Devotions, 

than to diſturb the Quiet of the Church n. 
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e 
the Communion-Table, an Altar? Both which Names 
neceſſarily ſuppoſe a Sacrifice, Hath ſhe not taken 


care that none but thoſe who are admitted into the 


Prieſtly Order ſhall celebrate the Euchariſtick Ser- 
vice? And, to ſay no more, hath ſhe ever ſince the 


| | rw of her Common-Prayer diſcountenanc'd any of 
her worthy Members, who have ſtrenuouſly maintain d 
what our Author calls The Doctrine of the Sacrifice. 
So that upon the whole I think I may fafely ſay, that 
the Author of the No Neceſity may COTE conti- 
nue in the Communion of the Church of 


ngland, 
without acting inconſiſtently with his Notion. But 


_ afterall, ſuppoſing that the Notion of a Sacrifice did 
vegquire a ſecond Oblation, yet I can't but think with 
the Learned Mr. Johnſon, that the Conſecration-Pray- 
er, and the Words us d by the Prieſt at the Admini- 
tration are ſufficient (b). Nay, to go further, Did 


I think the preſent Service too lame and defective, 


, a: 


| (b) vide Mr, Johnſon's Pre face te the Second Part of the Vade 


Mecum. 
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